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PREFACE

» .
The Teacher Corps program was establ1shed 1n 1965 to strengthen the

"educationa] opportunities available to children in areas hav1ng concentra-
tions of low-incOme fami]{es, to encourage colleges and universities to
broaden their programs of teacher prepration, and to encourage institutions
of higher education and Tocal educational agencies to improve programs of
training and retraining for teachers and teacher andes. Amony the new
directions charted for the program by the EducatiOn'Amendmen}s of 1976 ,
was a Jreater focus on demonstration, documentation, institutiOnalizatiOnz
and dissemination of the results of Teacher Corps projects. This report
deals with progran policy alternatives for improving the dissemination of
project~developed products, practices, and processes to educational . agencies
and institutions. . . >
fh Octgber of .1978 the ;ar West Laboratory for Educat ional ﬁesearch
and Development negotiated a contract with the Teacher Corps program to:

&

¢ Study the 0perat10ns projects, the regional networks, and
the support agencies that made up the program;

Design and pilot test mechanisms to improve information
‘sharing among the projects; .

Develop a set of procedures for educational nroduct review
and validation that would receive consensus approval by the
Executive Secretaries of the twelve regional networks; and

Provide recommendations to the Teacher Corps program office
‘bn policy-alternatives for establishing and operating dis-
semination or outreach mechanisms. ’

This report addresses the contract requirefent that the Teacher Corps .

Disseminathn Project design and test an informafJOn sharing system for
Teacher Corps projects to exchange information about products, practices,

and other outputs. The Request for Proposal to which the Laboratory
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porps organization.

s

responded specifies that ‘we provide three alternative prpjections of re-’
source requirements for maintaiiing efficient operation oﬁfthe information

sharing system“over a, five-year period at minimum, middie,-and maximum

levels. The RFP 2lso stated that.the system design make use of mechanisms

that could be sustained using already existing features of the Teacher

In the months: since October 1978, when the Laboratory project was
initiated we reached agreement with our Teacher Corps. project monitors on

detailed specifications for this reportt In a memorandum of & December 1979

d
from James S. Eckénrod, of this project, to Susan L. Me]nick then-of the

Teacher Corps Washington progrum office, the content of this report was

-,

delineated as follows:

1.4: Projection of Resources Needed to Maintain Internal
Informatfon Sharing System for Five Years

This will be a technical report that will include projection
data far both the internal and external systems. We will
have' a preliminary draft of this document ready for review
by members of our Advisory Panel and consultants in dissemi-
pation by 1 June 3980, and will incorporate their suggestions
for making the document a useful policy planning tool for .
.Teacher Corps.

This report then, consolidates data on prOJected resource require-
ments for the se]f-sustained operation of both design components of-
the origfnal RFP, an internal information sharing system and an external

external validatidn/dissemihat1on system, for policy-level ana]ysis

F.

by the Teacher.Corps program office. We have taken this approach because,
as the project has evolved, ‘we came to regard- the separation of the two
componepts as an gnwieldy artifact of the RFP that did not Sufficiently '

attend to, the ovekjap in the two outreach processes.
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- A second technical repOrt on projections for outreach resource re;
quirements (originally intended to deal only with the validation/dissemi-
nation system) wil] be prepared for delivery by' 10 March 1981. . The
':1nterven1ng time wi]i {1) enable us to reflect upon the reponses to this “
ipaper from the Teacher Corps Hashington program staff and (2} enable us to

take into account any - organizational shifts of dissemination agencjes and‘ =
activities within the Oepartment of Education, in particu]ar in the foice '
of Eddcationa] Research and anrovement that are like]y vo occur in the

next few months.

L]

We are pleased to acknowledge the generofs contributions to the prepa-

ration“of the report of members of our project Advisory Panel, an additiona)
panel of spetialists in educational knohledge productionland utilization
. interviewed ouring April 1980 American ﬂducational Research Association
: meetings in‘Boston the E£xecutive Secretaries of the Teacher Corps reéional.
'netNOrks, .and several of our co]leagues at.the Far West Laboratory. The
. names of these persons who shared with us the benefits of the1r knowledge
- of educational change, expressed their Jjudgment about the future of Teacher
Corps, or reviewed earlier drafts of the paper are a]]'contained in Aopendix'= -
B. Each one contributed_in Eome important way to the ana]yses; writing,
\and‘recommendations; but onL§ ue can accept responsibi]ity for the final

" .product..




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

'_ o ?\ . | 4

Since.we initiated the worh of the TeachEr Corps Dissemination PrOJect
' at the Far Hest LabOratory in‘bctober of‘19?8 we have had sowe difficu]ty
in Specifying the scope of 0N, rk, in part we believe, because of the
- fact that Teacher Corps, as an educatiOnal ‘program undergoing rapid structurai
change, has not yet estab]ished outreach goals f;r the program or perfonmance

standards for individua] projects The cha]lenge of implementing new pr0gram
Ru]es and Regu]atiOns the prob]ems associated with program fumding for fiscal
| year 1980-81, and shifts in program ]eadership in the midst of the transition
to the new Departnent of.Education have all aj arently combined t0-preuent the
fonnulation of program diffusion p01icy. Thel dilemma that this situatfon poses
for us in the task of proéectjng resources neede_ to support.the-neh program
. emphasis on demonstration, documentation, insfitutiOnalization._and-dissemii
nation of the results of Teacher Corps projects islthat‘we have no concrete
guidel ines regarding the scafe oflthe outreach-effort that Teacher Corps wants
or expects. o . ' »

Consequent]y, wé have had to approach the study of the potentia] for edw-
cationa1 diffusion by the Teacher Corps in a rather abstract hypothetical- mode.‘
We have sought to co]lect as much perSOna] first-hand information about the
operations of Teacher Corps projects as we could to have a reasonablj‘concrete
" base for our speculatiOns We have observed prOJects in- the1r local 'school .
3nd comnunity settings, probed their interactions in the regional netw0rk cor-
figurations, and asked them to provide us with information about their outreach
activities and intentiOns. The results of our study of the current state of

capability and readiness of Teacher Corps projects to undertakeueffective edy-

cational dissemination activities are not generally pos1t1ve In general, we

w7




-2- !

found very ‘little corrent interest in or evidence of serious preparation
for ootréach by Teacher Corps projects. ‘ ,
these finding; have been shared with several specialists in educatﬂonal
knowledge production and utilization. some of whom have had experience in
various Teacher Corps uctivities, and with educators currently associated‘with
Teacher Corps projects. network$, or support services. Heﬁhave“encountered
sone strong differences of opinion aboot the potential of the Teacher Corps‘
for makind-substantial clntributions to school improvement and educational
personnel &evelooment programs nationally. Our analysis of alternatives for
1nvesting chher Corps program resources in outreach support projects,
L | networks of proJects, and the 1ike has been done in the midst of an ideologi~
cal split among our advisors about the most effective 90als and means'for
- - achieying program outreach. We have encountered strong advocates-of the
\ : traditional Teacher Corps emphasis on\service to local schools in opposition
to those who would emphasize the program "mandate" to become a demonstration -
Rrogram. - We find persons who argue that Teacher Corps should rely on existing
bepartmeot of Education diffusion systems rather than create (or.maintain)
fr: outreach support mechanisms that--depending on the oias of the person--would
either (1) cut into the local service program development capabilities of
projects-or {2) be largely wasted anyway because of the Yack of commitment to
tor capability of the projects for outreach in the flr‘st place
Treading as lightly as possible between the different 1deological and
political viewpoints of the Teacher corps we set out to develop a set of
assumpt ions about the "dire,ctions" that the program might take in the next few
years.so that we could conceptﬁalize some “1ikPly futures.” From these we
formulateq'a set of—"if—thenh propositions as premises for'the task of pro—‘

jecting.{or forecasting) the resources that would be necessary to support

3




program outreach activities at minimum, middle, and maximum levels over a five-
.year period. ' -
" One of the most important conclusions we came to was that the variability

among Teacher Corps projects in their capabilities for educational knowledge

» production and utilization would (1) likely reduce the overall achievement of

Teacher Corps program outreach, if equity in the level of project funding were
to be continued, but could (2) serve, with a system of differential grant
funding ba;ed on variability, to (a) increase the l1ikelihood that the most
productive projects would engage in butreach and‘(b) make possible the improve-
* ment of the capability of all projects to provide effectave school improvement
progran serv1ces through a system of col]aborat1ve Interacilon among developer/
demonstr@tor projects and adopter pquects. 0f course, the "af and "b"
alternatives suggest aﬁother instance of policy priority-setting that must be
_ aécomblished; how much program effort goés for foutside":disseminatjon and how
much goes for "inside" capability building?

We began to regard the situation as something of a classic conundrum,,a

puzile which as Webster indicates could only have a‘conjectural answer. But

our .professional commitment led us to grapple further with the myriad'of
factors we had set out to analyze as objectively as possible. We had to make

the best judgments we could about several perplexing probiems.

On one hand:

Nearly one-third of all Teacher
Corp ‘projects have IHE components
that have been ranked highly in
terms of educationdl know!edge
production and ut}lizatron, 13 of
the 24 "Research Centers” in the
nation identified in the Clark
and Guba (1977) productivity

study have Teacher Corps projects.

On the other hand:

More than four out of ten Teacher
Corps projects have IHE components
that were ranked Tow in education-
al knowledge production and utili-
zation; 27 projects have IHEs that
were classified in the Clark and
Guba study as "non-producers.”
{Having a Teacher Corps grant now,
however, would likely raise the1r
rankings into the "Tow producer”
category.)




On one hand: )

The research into the dissemina-
tion of school improvement and
educational personnel development
programns indicates that personal
linkage between developer and
adopter and some form of external
support ‘are essential for succes-
ful implementation or adaptation;
the dissemination of educational
innovations requires a high level
of personal commitment and on-
going support capabilities.

The program prior:ties of the
Teacher Corps on community in-
volvement and community-based ed-
ucation apparently led to the
allocation of fiscal year 1980-81

- funds to support the Recruitment
and Community Technical Resource
Centers (RCTRCs), that have in
recent years aided projects in
recruiting interns and establish-
ing Community Councils, while the
system of regional networks that
enabled projects to share infor-
mation among themselves was
disestablished.

There is already a great deal of
dr- lication in the support ser--
vices provided by contractors or
-special projects for the outreach
activities of different Depart-
ment of Education programs; there
_are serious discussions underway
about means to consclidate and/or
otherwise streamline these ser-
vices, particularly in the Qffice
of Eduational Research and Im-
provement and generally in the
Education Department.

The bulk of the educational pro-
ducts and practices that are now
available through the federally
supported dissemination systems
are for elementary and secondary
Jschools and focus largely on
basic skills.

On the other hand:

In nearly two years of our pro-
Jject operation we have not found
any significant evidence that more
than a very few Teacher Corps
projects are investing resources
in planning and preparing for out-
reach activities or taking steps
to improve their capabilities for
providing assistance to potential
adopters; they have not been re-
quired to demonstrate a serious
commitment to outreach.

In a year when no new-start

‘Teacher Corps projects will be

funded and interns for the Pro-
gram 79 projects are already
selected, the advocates of the
need to build outreach capability
among projects are dismayed over
the maintenance of the RCTRCs,
the project support service group
that some advisors or reviewers
regard as nol capable of con-
tributing to project outreach
potential; the "wrong support
service at the wrong time."”

Teacher Corps projects in some of
the regional networks demonstrated
considerable gains in awareness of
the two-way nature of dissemination
agency services available to them

but mest appear to lack knowledge
of “thiese available resources; the
stimulation that the regional net-
works provided to projects, through
sharing information and formal
training activities, to increase
their outreach capabilities might
yield better utilization of ED
dissemination systems.

The program emphases of Teacher
Corps, while basic skills and school
curricula are important, range more
broadly in scope  (community involve-
ment, inservice education, adult
education, etc.) and may not be
adequately served by existing systems.
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The outcome of our deliberations over these problems is the set of recom-
mendations for establishing a system of "essential” outreach services that, on
«u balance, we believe, will contribute to the following:

® Improved information exchange and meaningful collaboration among
Teacher Corps projects;

Increased utilization of existing information clearinghouses and
networks; federal, regional, and state dissemination systems; and
communication services in LEAs and IHEs not presently used;

Better utilization of the strengths in educational knowledge produc-
tion and utilization available in some Teacher Corp projects to
assist in the improvement of the capability to "deliver” effective
school improvement and educational personnel development programs
by projects that have fewer resources;

The development of a cadre of outreach specialists for serving
institutions of higher education, community-based education
programs, etc., that cansbe integrated into the emerging out-
reach support systems (nop-profit marketing agencies, technical
assistance programs, etc.) in the Education Department; ,

Commitment of "appropriate” amounts of program and project
resources to planning for and implementing outreach act1v1t1es

throughout the life of a project;

Recognition of the "costs" in program and project resources that

. must be comnitted ("set-aside") to establish and operate various
outreach system comp0nents to establish Teacher Corps as a "“demon-
stration program" and/or as a vehicle to stimulate the capability
of institutions of higher education throughout the country to
deliver school improvement and educational personnel programs.

This section of the report is intended to provide a brief overview of

the more extensive treatments of background issues, concerns about the readi-

ness and capability of projects to undertake outreach, assumptions and premises
used in our analyses, and so fprth, thgt’folwa in the remainder’of the report.
The recommendations for consideration by the Teacher Corps program office
are derived from the design of an outreach system for Teacher Cbrps that en-
visions three kinds of fundamental change in the Teaéheﬁ Corps program, the

* first two of which involve no additional funding:
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1. Establishment of performance standards for Teacher Corps projects:

® Variation in capabilities for educational research and

development (R&D)} and/or commitment to educational dis-
semination and utilization (D&U) can serve as criteria;

® Recognition of variation in the capabilities of Teacher
Corps projects can contribute to specialization in program
development and efficiency in implementation of proven
programs.

Outreach performance standards are discussed on pages 13 to 24, 28
to 30, and 36 to 37.

2. Differential grant awards to projects (without exceeding anticipated
program funding levels} to provide support for:

-]

Developer/Demonstrator Projects; projects with demonstrated
capability for research and development in school improve-
ment programs and/or with capability and institutiional com-
mitment to the dissemination and utilization of educational

knowledge: these would receive from 120 to 140 percent of the
average grant award to projects in a given year. 2

® Regular/Service projects; those with the capability to imple-
ment effective school-imgrovément and professional development
programs in the local schools; these would receive the average

grant award amounts.

® Adopter Projects; projects that would receive assistance in im-
plementing and adapting proven school improvement programs from
Developer/ Demonstrator Projects; these would receive from 60

to 80 percent of the average grant award amounts. ) s
Differential grant awards qreqdiscussed in the report on pages 26 to 31,
36 to 37, 59, 62,‘65, 68-69, 71-72, and 74-77. The amounts that would be

T,

shifted among projects in a given'year, in one of three different levels
of outreach program support (prior to fiscal year 1986 when the number
of projects anticipated will require more than $37.5 million to supp@rt),
range fr‘om&B,Sd!‘{iOO to $1,550,000 (see Table 6, page 29). '

. ," _ 3. Establishment of frew program outreach support mechanisms:

° Teacher Corps Washington Qutreach Unit, an administrative
N © group to provide leadership and coordinate outreach; the
costs for this are estimated in terms of Départment of
Education employees reassigned.or added to.the staff of
the Washington program office {within ED staffing 1imita-
' . tions) and range from one to three federal staff person-
years annually (see page 38). - '

f
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® Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP}, a project to
facilitate exchan?e of information among program units and
assist projects with publication activities;. the estimates
for the yearly operation of this project range from $210,000
to $390,000 (see pages 44-45).

¥l .
Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP}, educational linkage
specialists to provide training and te~hnical assistance for
projects in educational dissemination; the annual costs es-
timated for this project would rise from $1,460,000 in the
minimum level of outreach support up to $1,750,000 in the
medium configuration but, because responsibility for many

of the functions envisioned for the TCDP would shift to the
regional networks at the optimal, or maximum, outreach support
Tevel, funding would decline to §860,000 (see pages 46-4?3.

Regional Qutreach Support Networks, a system of networks to
facilitate project information sharing, review and validation
of products and practices, and dissemination to educational
audiences nationall*; the network system is not considered
feasible at the minimum Tevel of outreach support and estimated
yearly costs range (with some variation depending on the ratio
of network staff to the number of projects served) from
$3,034,000 to $4.452,000 for the medium and maximum outreach:
support Tevels (see pages 48 to 56).

The proposed outreach support projects and networks are discussed in”

more considerable detail in the section on Qutreach System Components,.

pages 33 to 56,
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BACKGROUND ISSUES

Teacher Corps projects are established to plan and implement programs
of school improvement that will lead to the attainment of four major program
outcomes:

° An improved school climate which fosters the learning
of children of low-income families. -

An improved educational personnel development system
for persons who serve or who are preparing to serve
in schools attended by children -of low-income families.

The continuation of educational improvements (including
products, processes, and practices}) achieved as a result
of the project, after federdl funding ends.

L

The adoption or adaptation of those educational improve-
ments by other educational agencies and institutions.

To accomplish the third and fourth outcomes, which require 1n5tfputionalization

. : - :
and dissemination for adoption and adaptation, Teacher Corps projects plan and

allocate resourcesuin much'the same way as, but largely subsequent to, their ef-
forts to attain the first two. Toward these ends the staff of the Teacher Corps

Dissemination Project is working.to identify effective means for Teacher Corps

projects to exteﬁa the fmpact of their school improvemeni prdérams Peyond their
local sites. We have sought to-help projects fetognizé that‘dissemination is

a two-way process and integrate it into their total schoo} improvement programs.
In thi§ contéxt, federa]ly spoﬁsored dissemination networks and other sysfems
¢an contribute signifiéantly to the planning, initiation, development, and imple-

mentation of school improvement programs by Teacher Corps projects and, simultan-

eously, can serve as means for the extension of program impact.

Throughout this report we will use the terms outreach and

' dissemination interchangeably to refer to the knowledge-
transfer processes specified by the Dissemination Anqusis
Group (DAG), including spread, exchange, choice and tmple-

" mentation. Outreach for Teacher Corps is considered a two-uay

. interactive process involving the sharing of informatvor among
projects and dissemination to educational audiences .throughout -
the country. . .
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_In previous technical reports to Teacher Corps we have consistently
maintained that the dissemination research literature dictates two basic

principles that should be incorporated into the information sharing and

dissemination systems design. These are:
® Some form of personal intermediary or linkage is essential
to the dissemination process.

[+

A relativély comprehensive yet flexible external support
system is peeded to provide crucial materials and in-person
utilization assistance.

Qur original outreach system design work provided (as required in the RFP)

a central role to the regioﬁa] Teacher Corps networks and other special

purpose grouﬁs of projécté’?or stimulating outreach by projects. The termi-
nation of the system of regional networks obviously changes this situation. ‘

We are now able to speculate about radica]]yudifferent modes for providing

subport services to Teacher Corps projects, not only for dissemination ac-
tivities but also for program devé]opment, evaluation, implementation, that

is, all the elements of the planned school improvement process. The opportunity
to propose 2 new sy;tém of dissemination support ﬁechanisms for Teacher Corps

had, quite prédictab]y. rather different effects upon the advjsors and'congultants
with whom we havé discussed our outreach design_wakk;

° Those critical of the past record of Teacher Corps in

bringing about significant change in school improvement

or educational personnel development programs argue for

a "clean-sweep" and reliance upon specialists in educa-
tional change, diffusion, 1inkage, and so forth, who are
already "in place" in agencies of the new Office of Edu-
cational Research and. Improvement (OERI) in the Department
of Education (ED) who can make use of 2lready-established
outreach 1inkage mechanisms in ED and in state education
agencies (SEAs) and regional organizations. i} ,

Those supportive of Teaciier Corps' record.over the years
argue for continued ‘invesiment in the program features which
they judge have been proven effective in recent years, in
effect, shaping the evolution of the program from "lessons
learned" in the field in-order to let the Teacher Corps
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"experiment” get a fair chance to reach "maturity"; they

argue for a “balanced" approach to outreach system design
one that seeks increased efficiency through coordinated OERT

dissemination efforts but preserves the “unique" program
features of Teacher Corps.
In this report we have tried to accommodate the full range of differ-

ences in viewpoints. However, because there are basic 1deq]ogical.d1ffer-

‘ ences at the core of many specific issues we have simply not been able to
assess the validity of all the arguments used by critice and defenders of

the Teacher Corps. In other words, we do not belabor-any arguments about
whether or not the choice of one alternative course Of acti~~ over another

is a matter of educational efficiency or personal expediency, of professional
-effectiveness or political fevoritism, of competence or cronyism, or the like.

We have tried to synthesize the judgments of our advisors and reviewers

as factually as possible end to make clear our own rationale for any pref-

erences expressed between action”alternatives. One persistent conflict that

- _,-z

affects all the policy options explored in. the report is the preference of

some adv1sors for a “lean" outreach program evolving (at least initially)

within the ED Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI).in con-

trast to the judgment of others favoring a structured system of outreach

projects and networks operating priméri]y within Teacher Corps.

-]

One section of this report, "A Day in the Life of Dee
Ess," presents a brief scenario of how a "lean" (OERI)
dissemination program might begin to evolve:a collabo-
rative system of outreach for all ED school improvement
programs. (See pages 39 to 41.)

Most of the section on "Qutreach System_ Components,"
however, .reflects more the value that Teacher Corps
personne) have given to technical assistance projects

and the regional network structure over the past
several years. (See pages 33 to 77.)
Qur recommendations for programmat1c changes are preceded by a SUmmary of
concerns {pages 13 to 24) derived from interaction with Teacher COPPb PFOJectS

J"
about their interest -in outreach.” We have some strong reservat1ons about the
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likelihood that many projects will engage in serious dissemination activi-

" ties. These cqﬂcerns are reflected in our*judgment about the entire range

of suggestions for improving Teacher Corps outreach mechanisms and
activities. A large number ¢f alternatives are spelled out for review by
policy makers ..J, though we hope that all our professional judgments are

sound and rational, at least they are clearly identified as judgments.




CONCERNS ABOUT TEACHER CORPS OUTREACH

Essentially, this report details what we, d;awing uponbour\project
advisors and v;rious consultants, regard as (1) essential elements for a
minimal, “bare bones" information/dissemination system and (2} an optimal,
but reasonably affordable set of linkages and support components that could
lead to a maximally effective outreach proyram For Teacher Corps. The
requirement of fhe RFP to define a “middle" level of support °$ generally
treated in terms of points along contingums between the minimal and optima]
conditions for a given outreach proéram element.

Tb arrive at the set.of essential elements for the Teacher Corps out-
reach program we undertook the following activities:

?+ Review of the literature on the dissemination of innovatibns;

-

® ,Study of the operations of Teacher Corps' organizational -
components;

L

" ® Consultation with specialists in federal school improvement
.programs and educational diffusion; and

Speculation on likelf and alternative futures of Teacher .
Corps outreach.

These innquiries led us to try to 1dentify'some indices of Teacher Corps

project readiness and cggabilitg to make use of various elements of an

outreach program. We assumeq that any reasonably objective daga'we could

isolate on such characteristics would give more validity to projgctions on ~

how the outreach system might be expected to operate. We conceptualized

& - . .
Readiness: interest in or willingness to share informgtion
or disseminate products and practices; evidenced by seeking
“ : . . out information on dissemination, contribution of information .
. '“, ‘through exchange mechan1sms, and so fortha - - )

-]

the two factors as follows:, ' : g,i

-
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® Capability: abi]ity to utilize personnel and material
resources to support effective outreach activitfes; evi-’
denced by the status ascribed in the Index of Productivity*

_(see Appendix A for a complete 1ist of project ratings),

. institutional commitment to dissemination and field-based
educational service programs, and other, less tangible,
indicators of outreach capability demonstrated by individual
projects.

Readiness of Projects for Outreach

Our concern about the readiness otheacher Corps projects to engage in .
lfnkage and to invest project resources to operaie effective outreach programs

has been shaped by the following:
® Formal and informal interaction with the Executive
"o Secretaries of the regional Teacher Corps networks and
the special purpose groups of .projects since October
of 1978.

° Responses to seven issues of our INFORMATION 8ulletin,
distributed to projects since December of 1978. .

° Interaction with Teacher Corps project personneT during

visits to 21 project sites and during numerods network,

" regional, and national Teacher Corps conferences since
November of 1978.

® Response to our Handbook for Review and Validation of
Teacher Corps Products and Practices distributed to
projects in December of 1979,

° Response by projects to‘our request for information; in
. January 1980, about prdject-developed products and
' - practices to intlude in the prototype catalog Teacher
Corps Projects at Work.

° Response of project personnel to training opportunities. *

provided at our Teacher Corps Dissemination Project

, Orientation Conference,* 7-9 November 1979, and at three ~ ‘-
. . of the four Regiondl Conferences in May of 1980. T -

- . . .
LA 3 . +

In our discussions with field personnel, even at institutions of higher

education that are generally acknowledged to be elite knowledge-producing

"-C,- . . N : ’ -

*8ased on the classification of schools, ctolleges, and departments of
education (SCDEs). defined by Clark and Guba (1977), Lotto and Clark
(1978), and Clark (1978).

23.




-15-

universities, we found that Teacher Corps.project staff members do not
2 regard themselves as “disseminators." Moreoﬁer, when pressed about their

plans to initiate outreach activities, some Corpsmembers told us they have

no intentions of engaging in dissemination beyopd their local ed&caiion

L

agencies.

On the other hand,’in instances when we were able to engage in face-
to-face diSCUséions with project personnel,'we often found that they became
more receptive to outreach acti@itieg as they perceived that dissemination
could be regarded as an extension of their school improvement programs.

In those situations outreach began to takelon human dimensions and project
personnel started to see their disgemination_responsibi]ities as more
manageable. They also expressed more positive attitudes toward outreach.

In balance, however, our personal interaction with project personnel does
not make usloptimisgic that Teacher Cbrps projects will carry out the dissemi-
nation mandate on their own initiative without careful guidanc;’and eerrnal ’
support. Our recommendations do not give a great deal of wéight to those few
occasions when, in informal personalhinteract{on, we were able tb perguade
project persoﬁﬁel_to "see" di;semination in a more positive ]igﬁt.

Qur Judgment also derives from mbre objective data about project re-
ceptivity to our efforts to assist them in preparation for outreach. Among -
these occasions we give the following considerﬁb]e‘weight in assessing the
potentiaf for project self-initiative: -,

°'nSinke.we-d%stributéu to Brojects our Handbook for Review

and Validation of Teacher Corps Products and Practices in
December of 1979, only one project has made a submission
to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel; however, this

project went through a network prescreening that did not
" make hse/of that new Teacher Corps handbook., —

-

"
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# .

° In March of 1980 we pubitshed a notfce fn the INFOR-

" MATION Bulletin that we would provide projects with
copies of three educational dissemination resources
upon request; only five projects and five "others"
requested these materfals which we prepared for our,
Network Dissemination Orientation Conference; others
have requested the publications when introduced t0 them
in face-to-face meetinds with our project staff.

In January of 1980 we asked the 132 Teacher Corps
projects to provide us with information about their
products and practices; the resulting catalog Teacher
Corps Projects wt Work contains data submitted by the
39 projects which responded. " Table 1 provides more
~complete data on this effort to stimulate information
sharing among Teacher Corps Projects. .
° During May of 1980 we participated in three of the four
Teacher Corps Regional Conferences around the country;
about three percent of ‘the participants 1n these conferences
attended our sessfons on dissemination. (A summary of project

-responsiveness to this aspect of our work 1s contained. in
Table 2.)

Since we Initiated the Corpsline information exchangé colump -
in the INFORMATION 8ulletin 1n November of 1979 only twe-
Teacher Corps projects have submitted entries; we have
Ié]rcited or prepared ourselves all the other ftems. Only

one project has reported any respOnse to an offer to share
1nfonmati0n with others.
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TABLE 1.
.

Resu]ts of January 193) Request foﬁ Information from
Teacher Corps Projects.

Program 78 " Program 79  National
Projects Projects Total

Total Number of Projects T o
Gontacted 79 .. 53 132 .
. / . . . e

Number Responding to
Request

Percent of %otar

Number of Projects ,
Providing Usable Data

Percent of Total

" Number of Usable
Descriptions Submitted

Average Number of Project
Descriptions Submitted

" Number of Projects Providing
Narrative Descriptions of
Outreach

Percent of Total

.Number Providing Sample
Qutreach Matertals

Percent of TotaLM‘

The average drops to 4.0 when the project that submitted 22 descr1pt1ons
is not considered. ) . _

IR

26 .
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TABLE 2.

. ;

Response of Teacher Corps Project Persodée] to Dpﬁortun1ty

to Participate in Dissemination Roundaab]e Discussion

at Three Reg1ona1 Conferences
5

/
Approximate f Number - Percent of
Conference Number of Number of / Attending Participants
Site . Projects Participdnts | Roundtable Attending

4

Denver . 30 " 1s0 "9 . 6.0 o
T iy
San Diego . 24 120,

Philadelphia 40 | 200 : L N
— SN CHN S L -. = ._ iz =
Total 94 470 ' 15

_ It should be abundantly clear that Teacher CorﬁpqprOJects are not

Qresent]x exh1b1t1ng much interest in the Four*h Outcome; we are not sanguine
that any significant improvement will occur without external st1mu]at1on.'”
b " P A ‘-. + -, ) .

-

Capability of Projects for OQutreach -

.

In addition to the judgments we have made about thé readiness or cdhﬁttvlv
i.ment of Teacher Corps.ﬁrojects to engagelin‘qissemiﬁation we have tatenﬁan
additional factoré-capability-tjntd account in identifytng the parameters of

. a°"mihtha1" 1e§e1 ot effective program outreach. Teacher Corps projects are
not equal in their capability to engage in effective dissemination activfties.

This disparity stems largely from the variability’ among,the institutions of

higher education (IHEs) in terms of their resources f%t and their institutional
commitment to research, teach1ng, and service. In Clark and Guba's (1977)
terminology, these "missions” of schools, col]eges,!hm departments of edu-

catrion (SCDEs) involve five k1nds of activity:




L
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Teaching and instruction.

Research and scholarly productivity.
Development, dissemination, and demonstration.

. Ad hoc services to‘schools and other educat1oha1‘agenc1es
Effecting change 1n schools or other educat1ona] agenc1es
In the study, activities 3, 4, and 5 were considered together as educatronal

dissemination and utilization .(D&). Survey respondents were advised that

, activity number 3, development, dissemination, and demonstfation involved:

I\
, «s.the design and preparat1on of generalizable Tnstruptional
materials sach as textbooKs, audio-visuals, workbooks, etc.; of
teaching techniques, admin1strative patterns, and other novel
-concepts, practices, or artifacts; dissemination of information
about or demonstration of-any of the foregoing to a wide range of
potentﬁal"?opters or evaluation of any of .the foregoing.

Activity number 5, effect1ng change in schools or other educational
"agencies, 1nvolved-

.needs’ assessment -assistance ih selecting new programs °
‘or practices responsive to local needs, retraining of faculty
and staff as required by newly installed innovations, demonstra-
ting new approaches that are under consideration for adoption,
servicing and nurturing newly installed programs.

Tﬁere‘is'great fariatian in the institutional resource bases of the

IHEs.inva]ved in Teacher Coeps projects; there are "rich" and "poor" insti-

‘tutiens in both the public and private educational sectors that take on

Teacher Corps projects.. Some of the "richer" IHEs operate educational fie!d
service bhreaus er centers, school study councils, or other structures such

as teachercenters, with Tittle or no external funding and have well-estab-

lished records of collaboration with local educational agencies (LEAs).

Others simply do not yet-have the resource capability to deliver sustained

high-quality school improvement p?ograms when Teacher Corps funding ends.

There is also considerable variation in the institutional commitment

of different IHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects to perform” field-based

inservice teacher education, dissemination or demonstration, and so forth.
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These things we "know" without careful réﬁéﬁrchneyidence to provide us.
with concrete proof of variability. We also have to exercise caution
when making sense of research data that are available.

There are limitations on the sort of conclusions that can be drawn
from the data on the productivity of Teacher.Corps SCDEs provided in
Appendix A} we have included the listfng of projects classified by indices
of'educationallR&D p(oductivity simply to_provide an estimate ofrthe pro-
portion of projects that one might expect to have more or 1ess cap.ab'i]ity
for ohtkeach. The potentiq] for er’octive outreach performance by any
given project cannot be predicted from the classifications made in the

. original study. Among the factors 1imiting the usefulness of the data are:

® The data were collected in 1974-76; institutions do change--
. some may have improved in their performance, others may have
, declined; project personnel could be superior-or inferior to
the faculty assessed in the original stwdy;
- &
° Clark and Guba (1977) regarded their measures of educational

D& (central to the focus of this report} as less precise than
the measures of educational R&D; many instances of field-service

activities go unrecorded and could not be assessed in the study;

® The distinctions among the projects in a given category (that
is, subcategories in each of the high, madium, and low levels) of
educationa’ R&D were based upon ratings that have 1ittle direct
. connection with issues of educational D&J; and

® The "strength" or "weakness" of the LEA and community components
of a Teacher Corps project has not been considered at all in the
classification of SCDE productivity. (See also pages 79-81.)

-

We present the data, however, to demonstrate the range of potential for out-

reach activity as_ggggésted by one objective measure of educational capabili-

_ ties. Any criteria used for the assessing SCDE outreach potential should

" certainly include the factors on educational D& that Clark and Guba employed

in their original study. Such a process would lend additional validity to

2
the process for differential grant awards suggested later in this report.
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o

certainly, there are Teacher Corps IHEs with "strong .commitment” to school
- " service and dissemination {(Lotto and Clark [1978] estimated that approximately
14 percent of all SCDEs, fit in that "highest" category and that another 14

- percent were capable of providing "positive support"}; these may be expected

to sustdin and perhaps expand the thrust of eroject innov.ations after federal
funding-ends. The willingness expressed in the grant proposals of all Teacher
_Coeps projects to engage in field-baséd school‘improvement projects and to
extend the impact of those efforts beyond the lotal educational settieg cannot,
however, be expected to eventuate universally. Projects in IHEs with Tow
levels of inetitutiohal coﬁm%tmeht to school service.and dissemination (Lotto
and*Clark estimated that mdore than half of all SCDEs had weak, little-of-no,

" or ambivalent commitment to D&U) will, in the absence of external stimulation,

very 1ikely be limited in their outreach performance. Though some Teacher
Corps projeets-based in "poor" and "low commitment" IHEs may come through” with
sterling performances in outreach activities, by virtue of the‘personal'commit-
ment and competence of project staff; we are not optimistic that any significant
number will do sq: The hypothetical distribution of nine possible “types;

of projects represented in Table 3 may be contrasted with the distribuinn of

rough estimate of how many Teacher Corps projetts might be

SCDEs (with Tealher Corps projects) rated by “productivity"* summarized in
. Table 4 to get

expected to estab11sh and sustain effect1ve outreach programs.

|
|
|

E
J_

* A measure 1nvolv1ng the number of articles published in 13 pract1t10ner-
oriénted journals, pract1t1oner-or1ented presentat1ons at six national '
conferences, an{d contributions to Resources in Education of ERIC judged
to be directed toward the community of practice rather than the research
community (CIark and Guba, 19?? Clark, 1978).

-

- 30
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TABLE 3.

Hypothetical Pe&centage Distribution of Teacher Corp Projects by
Resources for and Institutional Commitment to Educational
Dissemination and Utilization

ot Levels of IHE Commitment to Educational
Dissemination and Utilization (Note 1}
Levels of IHE . :
‘Resources Available '
for School Service - High Medfum ° Low

'_ Percent with
Percent with Percent with | Little/No
Strong Acceptance; Commitment;
Commi tment ; We ak | Ambivalent
Positive Support Commitment Commitment

High 22 6 5 33

Medium 18 } 32

Low oo 4 ' 3 : 35
- - ————
Percent of Teacher
Corps Project IHEs 31 27 42

‘Estimated in Each
- Category

==

Percent of SCDEs
Natidpally inEach 28 40
. Category {Note 2) ,

-Note;: 1.~ Col]agsed into three levels from Lotto and Clark's

(1978) six categories.

L

2. Adapted from Lotto and Clark (1978).

\
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TABLE 4. .
4 -
Number of Teacher Corps Projects in Each Department of
Education Region Classified by Index of Productivity; Categories
from Clark and Guba (1977) and data from C]§r‘k (1978).
(See Appendix A for Complete List.

Number- of Index ot the Productivity
Projects in *
EDIRegions High Medium L ow Totals

I ’ 2 4 4 10
B 5 | s 4 14
5 6 15
14 20
6 2
Y
.6
7
IX | 16
X N : 5

Total ) '
¢ Number 41 36 55 132

Percent - 31.1 27.3 41.6 100.0

In summary, both our personal impressions and our interpretation of
indicators of projeqp readiness and capability for dissemination lead us to -
the firm convictibn-that most Teacher Corps projects will need specialized
technical assistance and externa} Suppart if they are to carry out even min-
imally effective-oufreach programs. It is our judgment that the cumulative

effect of (1) Teacher Corps project funding cutbacks, {2) loss of training

and personal 1inkage opportunities provided by regional networks, and {3)
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very wide variation among Teacher Corps IHEs in capabilities for knowledge

production, dissemination, and utilization reduces the overall 1ikelihood
that Teachef Corps will achieve its mandate for adoption or adaptation of

its educational improvements. [Dur percepgion that projects generally exhibit
a low-level of willingness to perform outreach compounds the problem.

[f Teacher Corps projects were to be left to themselves we would

predict:

o

About one-third of all projects will live up to their capability
to produce educational ‘products and practices that are sufficient-
1y effective and innovative to be of interest to a broad range of
potential adopters; however, with no technical assistance or ex-
ternal support for outreach it is unlikely that very many will
divert project training and program development funds to collect
adequate evaluation and other documentation data to establish
plausible evidence of effectiveness (many projects ‘are presently
eliminating staff positions for documentors and evaluators) nor
will they invest in building the kind of personal linkage. systems
that would enable project staff personnel to assist adopters in
impl ementing project-developed. innovations.

About one-third of all projects might be expected to Tive up
to their potential to produce products and practices that have
sufficient positive effects to be institutionalized %1ocally
and to be of interest to some potential adopters; lacking the

resources, however, to establish the effectiveness of innova-
tions, promulgate information about them to others, or provide
assistance to.adopters of project-developed products, it is
unlikely that many will achieve more than records of Tocal
service; the middle-range SCDEs are more Tikely to engage in
successful D&Y activities than are the "lower" range IHEs but
they are Tess-1ikely to produce really innovative products and
practices (R&D) than the Targer institutions.
® About one-third of all projects, deprived of opportunities to
learn from other projects and receive training in adapting
proven educational products and practices, will not have the
capability to develop or implement really effective school im-
provement and educational personnel development programs, let
alone disseminate them to other educational audiences.

These rather dire predictions, however, may be alleviated to various

degrees depending upon the‘extentrto which the Teacher Corps program is able
to implement elements of the outreach support program detailed in the remainder

of this paper.




-25-

ASSUMPTIONS AND PREMISES

This section describes alternatives for interventions.thatlthe
" Teacher Corps Washington program office may consider in policy decisions
about the allocation of program resources to attain the "Fourth Outcome,"
the adoption or adaptation of educational improvements developed by Teacher
Corps projects by other educational agencies and institutions.

The components that constitute the "minimum" information sharing/
dissemination system have been identified as those mechanisﬁs or activities
that are (1) considered by a consensus of the_specia]ists.we have consulted
to be essentiaf to the achieveﬁent of the demonstration/dissemination man-
-date and (2) feasible within the 1limits of anticipated program funding for
the next several fiscal years, $37.5 million. We have already indicated
that we have not hesitated to recommend changes in the Teacher Corps program
Rules and Regulations wherever we considered them necessary to achieve the
implementation of an essential system element. In some instances., however,
when our consultants differ strongly on the importance of an outreach mecha-
nism or activity, we have outlined policy alternatives that take into account

these differences in viewpoint.

In contrast, the mechanisms and activities described in operating a

"maximally" effective national outreach program represent the components of
a comprehensive ‘educational dissemination system that encompasses (1) the
_sort of program env1s1oned in the Dissemination Analysis Group (DﬁG) report
(1977) for elementary and secondary education and (2) the configuration for
improving the capabilities of instituiions of higher educasion to contribute

to school improvement efforts suggested by Lotto and Clark (1978).
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Assumptions Underlying Cost Estimates

l A1l the educational diffusion specialists we consulted agree with
our contention that the Teacher Corps information sharing and dissemination
system should reflect two basic principles: .

° Some form of personal intermediary or linkage is essential
to the dissemination process; and.

° A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support
system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person
utilization assistance.

There is more of a range of opinion about precisely which Teacher Corps

actors should perform 1inkage roles and functions (Butler and Paisley 1978,
Madey 1980) and what level of external support, materials, or tééhnica] as-
sistance is really crucial. Differences in viewpoints are discussed in the
context of the descriptions of outreach acéivities and mechanisms that follow
in the next section. Our own recommendations among policy options are always
clearly noted. _

In order to ensure, however, that there are even minimum levels of in-

formation sharing, validation, and dissemination among Teacher Corps projects
we récommend that there be differential funding of projects; that is, those
with the greatest capability for R&D and reaJ:ness for DU would receive more
support for develdpmentkand outreach than the less productive or committed
projécts.. Table 5 prﬁvides a year-by-year breékdown of our assumptions about
Teacher Corps program funding levels (1) authorized in the program rules and
regulations, (2) estimated as"the average award to be granted in the immediate
future, andl(3) recommended ‘is the average appropriate to support an efféctive
outreach program thereafter.- As program funds become available we recommehd
increases for outreach support. For example, we suggest grants for the

fifth year be made at the authorized Tevel of $150,000 in fiscal year 1984

when the Program 79 projects reach that state. (Tex} continues on. page 28.)




TABLE 5.

Authorized, Estimated, and Recommended Levels of Teacher Corps Project Funding

Teacher Corps
Program Cycle

No. of Funding
Projects Levels

Cycle Fiscal

Year 1981

Cycle Fiscal

Year 1982

CycTe Fiscal

Year 1983

Cycle Fiscal

Year 1984

Cycle Fiscal

Year 1985

Cycle Fiscal

Year 1986

Authorized
Estimated

TOTAL

(3 300,000
250,000
19,750,000

(@ 200,000
175,000
13,825,000

() 150,000
125,000
9,875,000

Authorized
Estimated
TOTAL

@ 300,000
250,000
13,250,000

(3) 300,000
250,000
13,250,000

(@) 200,000
175,000
9,275,000

7,950,000

Authorized
Recommended
TOTAL

Q@ 150,000
125,000
5,000,000

(@ 300,000
250,000
10,000,000

(3 300,000
250,000
10,000,000

(@) 200,000
200,000
8,000,000

() 150,000
150,000
6,000,000

Authorized
Recommended
TOTAL

150,000
125,000
5,000,000

() 300,000
250,000
10,000,000

® 0,000
= 250,000
10,000,000

(3) 200,000

200,000
8,000,000

. Authori zed
Recommended
TOTAL

150,000
125,000
*5,000.000

@ 300,000
250,000
10,000,000

Q) 200,000
250,000
10,000,000

Authorized
Recommended
TOTAL

Q) 150,000
125,000
5,000,000

@ 300,000
250,000
10,000,000

Authorized
Recommended
TOTAL

150,000
125,000
5,000,000

PROGRAM TOTAL
REMAIRING FOR SUPPORT

33,000,000
4,500,000

32,075,000
5,425,000

+ 34,150,000
3,350,000

32,950,000

4,550,000 |

33,000,000
4,500,000

39,000,000

36
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Simflarly, we suggest that the average fourth year grant for Program 81

projects (and thereafter) be at the authorized ;mount of $200,000 in fiscal
year 1985. OQther assumptions f;corporated fn Table 5 include:
° Teacher Corps program funding will be at $37,500,000
annually through fiscal year 1985; thereafter additional
funds will be necessary to support both projects and
support activities. ’

ﬂo new projects will be funded in fiscal year 1981; there
will be no Program 80 projects.

In fiscal year 1982 there will be sufficient. program
money to support 40 new-start Program 81 projects.

Forty new start projects will be funded each year until
the Teacher Corps reaches 200 projects in operation in
fiscal year 1986.

Table 6 provides a breakdown of the amounts' that we recommend be shifted
among projects over.fiscai years 1982 to.1986. Basically, the projects with
low levels of educational R&D productivity would receive less in the way of

grant awards than projects with high productivity, middle range projects

would receive the average .grant amounts. (More specific criteria for differ-

entiating emong projects are introduced on page 36-3?,) For planning'pUrposes
we have assumed that approximately one-third of the projects in a given progran
cycle will fall into each of the three categories of productivity. O}her as-
sumptions included in Table 6 include: |

° Differential funding would begin in Fiscal Year 1982

after Teacher €Corps projects had responded to grant
renewal memoranda that specified program standards for

‘demonstration and dissemination activities.

Approximately one-third of the projects in each funding
cycle would be classified as adopter projects and re-
ceive from 20 to 40 percent less in grant awards than
the average for all projects.

Approx imately one-third of the projects would be classified
as developer or demonstration projects and receive from 20
to 40 percent more than the average for all projects.

(Text continues on page 30.)




B - ' TABLE 6,
/ v, . Recommended Differentia) Project Funding. 1982-86 {In Thousands of Dollars)
Approximate flumber of) FY 1992 Y 1003 fY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986
Pro ectsl::. El:'; Qutreach Level Dutreach Level Outreach Level Dutreach Level Qutreach Level
, |cyere  lproductivity|Minimum  Medium  Maximom [Minimum  Medium  Manimum |Minlmun  Medium  Maximum | Minimge Medium  Maximm|Minimem Medium Maximum
1] 26 Lowis 125 $ 135 0§ S0 (8 S $ 85 $ |00 . ' ‘
i 27 Hediuwm 175 175 175 128 125 125 . E
26 tiigh 225 215 2200 175 165 150 .
i 9T 1,300 1,040 o0 | 1,00 T.a0 350 -
19 18 | Low 175 185 200 125 135 150 .S 100 % 110 % 125 "
17 High 250 250 250 175 s . 11 150 150 150
18 Hedium 25 15 300 225 215 200 200 190 175
L b3 TOTAL 1I3°° 1.170 300 900 120 450, 990 J20 450 \
a1 13 LOw 100 110 125 . 175 185 200 175 185 200 i 190 3 160 $ 1758 100 $ 110 $ 125 Y
: 14 Medium 126 125 125 250 250 250 250 250 250 200 200 200 150 150 150 IT=3
13 High 150 140 125 325 k] 1 k1] 25 s 00 250 240 225 200 190 175 '
40 TOTAL 325 195 -0- 975 945 650 975 245 650 650 520 35| 650 520 25 |
82 13 Low 100 110 125 175 185 200 175 185 200 150 160 175
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The remaining one-third (regular/service projects)

would recejve grants of apprOximately the average
for all projects.

SR

Over a2 five ye2r-project life (as 111ustrated b o
the Program 81 projects) an average project would A
receive $975,000 in grant awards; an adopter project

would receive $700,000 at the minimum level of out-

. reach program support and $825,000 in the optimal.

! configuration; a deve10per/demonstrator project

would receive grants of $1,250,000 and $1,125,000
respectively,

° The projects’with‘moee capability in educglional R&D
and D& would provide assistance to projects with less _ .
capability; in essence, the developer/demonstrator . : .

projects would provide training and technica1 assis-
tance to the adOpter projects.

" ® ° The proportion of .project grant funds shifted among
‘adopter and developer/demonstrator projects would
diminish at higher levels of outreach program*support
as responsibility for coordinating outreach activities.
is increasingly assumed by the staff of the regional
networks, = .

- Underlying Premises “
While we personally iean toward a lTong-term effort of consol*dating
and streamlining all of the federally supported educational dissemination’

programs within the Department of Education we hafe specified the details ’
’.A

of ‘what is essent%ally 3 separate Teacher Corps outreach system based on

the following premises:
¢ If Teacher Corps projects are to achieve the demonsiration/
digeemination "mandate, " thén outreach requiremente will have
to be specified by the federal program officers: clear
- standards of d1ssem1nat10n performance for projects need to
- be issubd.

° If the readznéss of Téacher Corpe projects to engage in out-
reach activities is to be improved, . then the competence of
project persommel to make use of mfomatwn-dzssemznatwn v
- systems will have to be upgraded: means for personal linkage
, , among projéct personnel and outreach specialists must be es-
tablished and/or maintained by the federal program. . 1.
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If the most successful sckogl improvement and educational
personnel development pro ams developed by Teacher Corps
projects are to be disseminated to national audiences, then
the projects with the capability to develop asuch programs
should recetve additional suppori to engage in outreach
aetivities: prOJects with h?ph Tevels oT capability should .
be designated as developer/demonstrator projects and receivé

additional Support in a system df differential grant award .
funding, .

If Teacher Corps is to become a national demomstration program
for sehool improvement and educational persomnel development
programs, then program Yesources for service operations will
have to be divertgd to dissemination activities: the program
office and field projects will have to plan_to allocate re-

~ sources to outreach even at the expense of some school service
activities,

If the capabilities of aZZ Teacher Corps progjects to "deliver"
effective school improvement programs are to he improved, then .
the configuration of collaboration among projecis will have to
be changed so that those with high levels of commitment and
gtrong resource bases to support educational RED/DEU will be
able to provide assistance to less capable projects: & new
systen of differential funding among projects should be estab-
lished to support a new configuration of project lnteractiOn

in regional capab1lity-bu11d1ng networks

We have elaborated a set of support mechanisms that we judge appropriate to
acnieve the goafs stated im these premises. The policy decisions made‘with
respect to the OEtIOH 1mplled in these statements by the Teacher Corps
pro§ram office will, we expect, make our next effort at projecting resources
somewhat simpler; we hope that we will not oe trying to cover such a range

of alternative courses of action and can address our analysis to a particular

set of program outreach activities. It is hoped also that the, " second- round"”

. _ ‘ /
of resource projections can' be done within a framework of Department of

Education dissemination objectives for educational persOnneﬁ development and
: /

schoo) improvement programs- that incorporate: s

° Revlew of products and practices for approval for re]ease,

* functions that.are now accomplished for various types of
materials for various audiences by the Office of Public
Affairs, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel,.and several
speclflc ED programs that operate their own 0utreach systems,

P
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Nonprofit marketing mechanisms, a function now accomplished
largely by a variety of federally supported information
systems and clearinghouses, by support contractors for some
programs, and on an ad hoc basis by others.

Client services for adopters, the technical assistance so
essential to the successful adaptation of educational products

and practices now or previously performed by many federal agen-
cies such as the National Diffusion Network, the Research and
Development Utilization Program, and others.

-
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OUTREACH SYSTEM -COMPONENTS

Table 7 provides an overview'of the outreach mechanisms and acti-

vities--in addition to the formal dissemination support groups intended

-to provide linkage and coordin;te interagency relations--that we have

identified as important elements in information sharing and diffusion of
innovations. The table can only suggest some of the speéific activities,
Tinkage functions and/or roles, cost variables, and so forth, which are
described in the following pages.

The new outreach support units considered essential at even the

minimum outreach configuration are: .

-

® An Outreach Unit in the Teacher Corps Washington program
- office to coordinate the work of national and regional
support projects and maintain l1a1son with other Federal

dissemination agencies;

® A Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP} to provide
information services to projects, regional units, and the
program office; and

° A Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCOP) to provide training
and technical assistance in all phases of dissemination to
projects and other program units.

1f Teacher Corps program resources permit support of additional out-

reach components at some middle level we recommend the establishment of

anothef outreach support mechanism: N

°- Regional Outreach Support Networks in.at least six georgra8h1c
areas coinciding with or combining one or more of the ten
partment of Education regions (see maps on page 52 to 54).

The specifications of an optimal outreach system, at a maximum level of

Teacher Corps program supporf, assume the existence of each of the support

groups descr}bed above and the operation_of a strong system of:

43 ..
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Regional Qutreach Support Networks in eight geographic
" areas (combining the ten ED regions) with at least one
full-time equivalent dissemination specialist for every
ten Teacher Corps projects in the region (see Table 8 on

page 51) and capable of performing many of the technical
assistance functions suggested for the Teacher Corps

Diffusion Project in the minimum level configuration.

-]

Detailed desFriptions of the outreach system components, including
the specific ﬁisseminat{on_mechanisms and activities that constitute a
given component, follow fn the pages after Table 7. The basic data are
repeated in each section (in full-size type for the benefit of the near-
sighted). Annual éost eﬁtimates and five-year projections of costs are
‘derived from the project funding figures recommended in Table 6 at
minimum, médium, and maximum Tevels of Teacher Corps outreach program

support.




TABLE 7. Dissemination ktlvlties and Mechanisms Considered Essential and/or Optimal for Different Levels of Teacher Corps Dutreach Support.

OQUTREACH ACTIVITIES AND MECHANTSMS
{0AG Activities In Fealios)

ALTERNATIVE LEVELS DF SUPPORT FOR TEACHER CORPS PROGRAM OUTREACM

MINTHUM

.MEDIUN

HAXTMUH

Establishment of Teacher Corps program outreach
performance standards for adopter. developer,
and demonstrator projects

Teacher Corps Washindton Gutreach Unit Iﬁues
speci fic performince standards and guidelines
for collaborative interaction among projects

Regional Outreach Support Networks facilitate
imptementation of Program outreach Performance
standards by Teacher Corps projects in region

Regional Qutreach Support Metworks coordinate
interaction among Teacher Corps projects and
Program Speclalists to achieve objectives

. Superviston of project outresch performance;
make objective determiniattions of project cap-
abiltties 1n educationa) RAD snd/or cammitment
to DBUS monitoring of product review/validation
and achievement of dissemination obJectives

Program Specialfsts assess capabllity of each
project for educationsl RAD and DAU and make
racommendations for Jdifferential funding of

projects with the most potential for outreach
and/or assisting other Tezcher Corps projects

Regional Hetworks collaborate with Program Spe-
clalists 4n assessing cepabd 1ties of projects

for educational RAD and DAU; pramote interaction
among Projects, referrals for review/validation,
to facilitate achievement of cutreach oblectives

Regional Networks coordinate collshoration
amang projects to improve the capabilities of
all to devalop and implement effective school
Inirmmnt Programs; provide linkage with
other educational diffusion agencies/networks

Tratning of project Personnel in educational

product marketing. 1inkage functions. technical
asststance to adopters in implementing products
and practices, unag/lug outreach programs, etc.

Teacher Corps Diffusion Project coordinates
training within ED Reglons; orojects with high
capablﬁties in RRD and DEU receive supple-
mental funding ep assist In reqional training

Reglonal Networks coordinate training within
region and collaboration among projects. TCCP,
TCOP. and Teacher Corps Outreach Unit to maxi-
mize training effects regionally

Regional Metworks conduct training end téch-
nical assistance to improve outreach capa-
bilitfes of all profects; provide linkage:

|with 811 Teacher Corps cutreach agencies

Inten:ilr%bﬂ{w groups. of prolects (reglon-
al thematic program interests) for the

d and excharge of information, to encourage.

chotes and facilitate implemsntation assistance

Projects within reasonable proximity meet
periodically. exchange personnel or teams for
training: projects with strong RAD and D&U
capabilities assist TCOP

Regiondl Metworks facilitate meetings of pro-
Jects and coordinate information sharing; co-
ordinate collaboration among projects in region.
al "capacity butlding” for s 1 improvement

Reglonal Networks conduct meetings of projects
for informatton sharing and exchenge of pro-
ducts and Practices; provide linkage with TCOP
and other outreach resource agencies o

Preparation of local information matarials, in-
cluding newsletters, articles, media relsases,
etc., Tor apread of project infurmation locally

Teacher Corps Communications Project provides
guidelines. "how-to® materials. and linkage
with local publtc information agencies

Regional Hetworks coordinate traintng of project
personnel in yse of "how-to” materials: provide
linkage with TCCP and other information sgencies

Regional Metworks provide training and tech-
nical assistance ai needed for projects in the
preparation of effective infomation materials

Preparacion of promotjoral. instructtonal. and
support materiasls for spraad and exchoige and
use In ohoice and implemeniation activities of
project-developed innovations

Projects with high RAD capability and DAU
commitment receive supplementary funding for
outreach; other projects get assistance from
TCCP within funding Vimitations

Regional Metworks faciiitate collaboration bet-
weert strong RAD/DM projects and “adopter” pro-
Jects; coordinate direct assistance to prolects
by TCCP, TCOP, educational marketing groups

Regions) Networks provide technical assistance
in materials preparation or coordinate deliv-
ery by TCCP andjor TCOP of highly specialized
educationsl marketing services. and so forth

Documentation and evaluation to provide dats om
evidence of effectivensss of products/practices
for Review and Endorsement assessment Process

Local projects use INE resources or those of
nearby Teacher Corps Projects with strong RAD
capabilities; TCDP assists as possible,

Regional Metworks coordinate collaboration among
projects as necessary to facilitate Review and
Hetwork Endorsement Processes

Regtonal Metworks provide training and tech-
nical assistance 1n documencation and eval-
ation; direct Network Endorsement process

validation of evidence of effectiveness of prod-
ucts and practices 3 preScreenln? for review by
Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP}

TCOP provides referrals for any Projects need-
ing assistance (ED Regional offices, Teacher
Corps projects with high RAD capabilities}

Regional Networks facflitate.validation process
for reglonal projects: provide referrals; for-
ward validaced products to program office

Regional Networks provide training and tech-
nical asststance tn validattion procedures;
forward validated products to program office

Presentations at local, state, reqional, snd na-
tional meetings of educational organizations and
publication in professional journals. etc.. to
spread tnformation and facilitate exchange

AN projects allocate resources to make pres-
entations to appropriste sudiences; the most
productive projects receive supplemental
funding for presentations and publtcation

Regional Networks Promote Participatiom by prb-
Jects in re?ional meetings and. collaborate with
TCCP in making effective use of publication
opportunities by Teacher Corps projects

Regional Networks conduct regional meetings
in school improvement and educational person-
nel training Programs; coordinate other
reglonal and national project presentations

Dissemination of tnnovative materials through
-state or federally funded dissemination systems
to stimelate erchamge and choice activities

A1 projects make use of ERIC and stmtlar
state information systems or networks; elini-
ble projects seek funding from NDN

Regional Hetworks facilitate submissions by
projects to dissemination systems and maintatr
1inkage with state and regional agencies %

Regional Networks provide training and tech-
nical assistance tn accessing various systems,
Provide linkage between projects and agencies

Operation of demonstration programs (classrooms,
tnservice centers, etc.} to provide for exchamge
and to facilitate choice by Potential adupters

A1l projects conduct some demonstration activ--

1ties; most productive oroducts "get suople-
mental fumding from Teacher Corps Program

Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among
projects to maximize jmpact of demonstration
activities by Teacher Corps Prodects in region

Regtonal Metworks provide training and tech-
nical zssistance €0 Projects in establtshing
demonstration programs; coordinate with NDW

Providing on-site technical assistance to adop-
ters in the implementation of Droject-developed
products and practices

E11gible projects get NON funding; other pro-
ductive projects with scrong DAY capabilities
get supplementary orogram funding

Regional Networks facilitate collaboration among
adopter and demonstrator projects to improve the
capabilities of all to assist adopters/adapters

Regional Metworks conduct training and tech-
nical .assistance to regional projectt to
establish ‘implementation service capability

Commercial publication of effective project de-
veloped materials: apread, exchange. and choice
done by publisher; implementation contracted

Any project with commercially attractive
materials can get assistance from publishers;
TCOP provides referrals as possiple

Qegfonal Networks facllitate interaction with
projects and publishers; coordinate tethnical
assistance between Projects and TCOP

Regional Networks provide ltnkage between pro-
jects and publication specialists; maintain
coordination with other Teacher COrps reqions

‘I! '—,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Establishment of Teacher Corps program outreach performance
standards for adopter, developer, and demonstrator projects.

Minimum: Teacher Corps Washington Qutreach Unit issues specific
performance standards and gquidelines for collaborative
interaction among projects.

Regional Qutreach Support Networks facilitate imple-
mentation of program outreach performance stanHards
by Teacher Corps projects in region.

Maximum: Regional Outreach Support Networks coordinate interaction
among Teacher Corps projects and Program Specialists to
achieve objectives.

We recommend that Teacher Cofps Washington promulgate a set of proJech9
3

outreach performance standards, direct projects to conduct formal appraisa
of their read1ness and capabilities for outreach, and require all proJects
to apply for one of three levels of differential support when they complete
continuation grant applications for fiscal year 1982. Essentially, projects
would be assigned to one of three categories of educational R&D/D&U capability
after review of grant application data by a panel of Teacher Corps Washington
program staff personnel; wmaximum attenpion shoutd, of course, be given
to objective self-appraisal data supplied by projects but the program
officials should strive to ensure that the evidence provided by projects
demonstrates potential for achieving the standards established for each
level. In general, we would suggest that spécific check-1ist criteria be
de#eloped from the following broad sort of guideline statements:
.Developer/Demonstration Projects; these projects should provide
strong evidence of comnmitment and resource capabilities (in place
or readily available) to plan and develop novel educational
programs; conduct effective documentation and evaluation of the
implementation of innovative programs to ensure that evidence
of effelkiveness can be validated; specify means for demonstrating
innovative programs and disseminating information about them on
a broad regional or nationa) basis; detail resources to be com-
mitted to maintaining innovations and to providing technical
assistance to adopters {including adaptation in a wide range of

educational settings) both among Teacher Corps projects and other
educat ional audiences.
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® Regular/Service Projects; These projects should provide
convincing evidence of institutional commitment and resource
capability to develop effective school improvement programs
in the project LEA, to assess the effectiveness of products
and practices, and to provide and maintain effective demon-
stration and dissemination services for potential adopters
in the ]oca] area (state or” region, as appropr1ate).

Adogter Prolects, these projects indicate & need (or are
judged by differential funding review panel to have a need)
for training and technical assistance in adapting innovative
educational programs in the LEA schools and for increasing
the capabilities of the IHE to provide effective school im~
provement programs to schools in the Tocal and regional area.
~ When established, the program of differential funding would | '
make the resources of more productive Teacher Corps projects available
to projects that needed the most help. At minimal levels of outreach
program support, the “personal 1inkage" between project personnel and
disseminqtion }esources (whether for drawing-upon or contributing-to)
will obviously be-weak. A great deal of responéibi]{ty falls to .
the projects themselves because of the limited capability for Tinkage
operations by the Teachef Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) and Teacher
Corps Communications Projgct (TCCP). Much of the assistance provided
. to adopter projects would hévé to come about through brokerage and/or
referrals conducted at a distaﬁce by the support project personnel
striving to get the best "matches" among projects. Thus, the pefﬁonal
linkage in the ﬁinimdm outreach program will ;ake place largely among
project personnel engaged in collaborative interaction with other project
versonnel, lgcal information resource personnel, orbdther adopters;
Even more critical to the success of “a program of differential
funding‘among Teacher Corps projects than the linkage capabi]itjes of
the TCDP and the TCCP, in the minimum level outreach configuration,

would be the effectiveness of the personnel who were assigned to the

Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit. We have estimated annual
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. operating costs and projected costs for-this group in terms of Department

of Education personnel assignments rather than Teacher Corps program

funding.

Estimated Annual Cost

Qutreach Unit .
Teacher Corps Washington Minimum Medium Maximum

) : 1 F.T.E. 2F.T.E. 3F.T.E.
Costs of assigning program

staff personnel to monitor Costs Projected Qver Five Years
outreach support projects and

provide 1iaison with Federal Federal Staff Persopn-Years
dissemination systems : 5 10 15

It has become increasingly clear to us during our study of Teacher

Corps operations that the Federal_program office should establish an Qut-

reach Unit to provide leadership and administrative control of the information

sharing and validation/outreach activities. At a very minimum we recommend

that a full-time program staff professional be assigned. to provide leadershfp

in outreach activity and accomplish the following responsibilitiés:

o

Monitor the Teacher Corps Communication Project (TccP)
° Monitor the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP}

Coordinate ?rogram'relations with ED dissemination agencies and
professiona educational associations:- :

DAC * .« Teacher Centers . ASCD

ER1C .. ROEP . AASA

RDx . AACTE . NAESP
JORP /NDN - ' . NEA . NASSP
RRC ) - . AFT . etc.

Education Practice File . ATE

Equal Education . NSDC

Opportunity Program . CCSSO -

-4

* The following scenario, written by Fred Rosenéu, gives a view of

how a Teacher Corps Qutreach Unit staff person might carry out such tasks.
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A DAY IN THE LIFE OF DEE ESS:

A Teacher Corps Dissemination Scenario

On & sparkling April day in 1981, Dee Ess, newly appointed Dissemination

Specialist in the Washington office of Teacher Corps, rode Metro to her
office. During the 20-minute ride, she had ample time to run over rentally
some of the issues she knew wére facfngvher in this; her third, week in a
challenging new assignment. Above a1}, she knew that in two days she would
be sitting down, for the f{rst‘time, with the full Office of Educational
Research and Improvement dissemination coordination commi;tee whose minutes
she had reviewed over the previous weekend. She had met, thus far, only two
members of the committee--one of whom was the head of the dissemination and
profeséiona] development group. But she had been engaged in a crash reading
program to catch up on recent reports from the various technical aésistance

contractors and disseminatipn networks most likely to assure Teacher'Corps )

L]
oy

of the kinds of help it would need in the year ahead.

Opening her briefcase'deftly so as not to jostle her seatmate, she began
riffling through the long 1ist of notes she had compiled for herself to try
to attend to some of the many details needing her attention in the next few
days. These 1nciﬁded: ' |

°" Planning production of & very simple, perhaps computer-based
and computer-printed, directory--updated and unillustrated--
of all Teacher Corps projects for distribution to the ED
Regional Offices, Teacher Centers, the Regional Exchanges, the
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, Regional Programs,
state education agency inservice coordinators, state capacity-
building projects, key offices on the Hill, all key offices in
OERI, OESE, OSERS, etc. She made another note to see if it
would be possible for the copies headed for the Hill to carry
personal notes from the projects themselves...
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Making arrangemedts to meet with the Teacher Center
state coordinators at the next Teacher Center program
workshop.

Planning to cooperate with the Regional Offices for the
next series of ESEA Title I workshops.

Arranging for distribution, with a cover memo from the
director of Teacher Corps, of Resources for Educational
Program Improvement to Teacher Corps projects.

Planning--and getting costs for--an insert for the ED
newsletter on Teacher Corps dissemination activities in
recent months. She felt this insert, on different color
stock, would be an effective a]ternat1ve to the former
Teacher Corps INFORMATION bulletin..

Arrang1ng--v1a one of the OERI ‘technical assistance con-
tractors--for help in improving the writing/editing/
produttwon of the various locally produced Teacher Corps
"newsletters" which heretofore seemed distinctly un-newsy.

Working with Basic Skills Coordinating Committee members
to get selective basic skills information out to all
projects--not just the basic skilis cluster funded by tne
Basic Skills program.

_ Linking state and regional Teacher Corps clusters to the
next series of regional dissemination forums.

Helping to move Teacher Corps output more quickly into RDx,
the Urban Superintendents Network, and so on.

Scheduling a heeting*with the dissemination project director
at the Council of Chief State School Officers.

Making arrangements to get tHe best TC videocassettes and
audiotapes into the National Audiovisual Center for nationwide
distribution.-

Meeting with the Office of Public Affairs to suggest ideas

for stories or features attractive to the editors of Education
USA, Education Times Teacher Education Reports, and other
key media.

Working with the editors of American Education to develop a
Teacher Corps feature for fall; she had already tossed out
three possible sites that would entice journalists.

Conferring with the OERI publication specialjst about a
possible third.printing of School Learning Climate ahd
Student Achievement. Should that Florida State University
document be accessed only by ERIC, put on sale by the ERIC
Clearinghouse, or placed with a nonprofit distributor?

z !

1
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: ® Discussing with colleagues the notion of discouraging
g S Teacher Corps projects from paying for exhibit booths
at ATE, NEA, QUEST, AACTE, and similar conferences;
instead, shouldn't Teacher Corps make & concerted ef fort
to get on the .programs of all significant professional
meetings in the coming year?

° Collecttng from Teacher Corps Program Specialists examples
of “failures” and "successes" to be shared--after de-
‘personal ization--with al1 other projects (for example,
materials, practices, how-tos, demonstrations that did/
didn't work out there). - -

® Querying her boss as to whether the Assistant Secretary .
for Public Affairs might ask the Secretary to visit in. -
person a strong Teacher Corps site as & media event.

® Feeding tidbits to NSDC, ASCD, AACTE, Teachers®’ Centers
Exchange, networks, and resource centers to maintain keen
“interest in Teacher Corps activities and accomplishments.

® Setting up a system to monitor all dissemination/service/
technical assistance providers to obtain publications of
, value and importance to Teacher Corps projects.

° _Checkiﬁg to see if Networking for Interaﬁen&y Collaboration
had yet turned up in tRIC so Teacher Corps.projects could
~refer 'to it as needed.

° And, further 2long in the month, seeing if she could compare
the costs of a Teachers' Centers Exchange workparty with
those of a regional Title I meeting so she could make rec-
ommendations as to which technique offered the most cost/
beneficial potential for Teacher Corps projects. . 7

She would haée continued riffling through-her briefcase, but the Metro
public address system was signalling her station, so she closed the snap and -
headed for her office, quggring which item on her 1ist should be dealt with

first. As she walked along a line from an old Beatles song came into her

o

mind--she wasn't sure she had it quite straight but the words seemed to fit

the task ahead--she’d get by, with a little help from her friends.
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2. Supervision of project outreach per‘formancei make objective de-
terminations of project capabilities in educational R&D and/or

. «commitment to D&U; monitoring of product review/validation and
achievement of dissémination objectives.

Minimum: Program Specialigts asﬁess,capabi]ity of each project
. for educational R&D and D& and make recommendations
) for differential funding of projects with the most

potentjal for outreach and/or assisting other Teacher
Corps projects.

. Medium: Regional Networks collaborate with Program Specialists

in assessing capabilities of projects for educational
R&D and D&U; promote interaction among projects, refer-

rals for review/validation, to facilitate achievehent
of outreach objectives. v

'Maximumv Regisnal Networis coordinate collaboration among projects
to improve the caﬁabilitﬁes of all to deve]op and imple-
ment effective school improvemeht programs; provide
Tinkage with other educational agencies/petworks.

The other side of;the coin in the system-of differential funding‘(where
projects with high c;pabiiities in educational R&D/D&U help adopter proﬁepts)
involves the responsibility for monitoring  the performance of ﬁrojects in
meéting their stated outregch objectives, that is; that the program standards
for outreach activities are mét by each project.

Certainly a radical departure from past pr;ciices, a system %or differen-
tiating among pfojects such as we have proposed, would result in some degree
of tunmoif‘among Teacher Corps projects, perhaps even charges of unfair treat-
ment in the classification of some projects to regular{gervice or adobter
status. We recommend that thé Teacher Corps Program Specia]isgs, who are in
. fact charged with monitoring the perfonmancé of Tocal projects, play a.major
_ role in assisting projects make objective assessments of their outreach poten-

tial, then follow through as closely as possible in monitoring the achievement

of project objectives in dissemination; and as necessary take steps to try to

adjust any real 1ne§uitiés. The Program Specialists should also maintain
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close collaboration with the staff of the Qutreach Unit and the various

outreach support projects/networks, etc., in order to increase the 1ike-

1ihood that projects will make better use of available resources. At the .-

A

minimym'levelfbf outreach program support i1t-would be necessary for Program’

Specialists to work closely together in monitoring the 1pteration among

-

dévelbper/demqnstrator projects and adopter projects. At higher levels

of Teacher Corps outreach program support, the Regional Networks could play

an increasingly larger role in the 1inkage, réferra], brokeragb, etc.,

- functions that.Prbgram Specialists would be concerned about anJ. thereby,

make somewhat easier the tasks of monitoﬁing‘project outreach performance.
We have ngt calcu]ateerny particular costs for this component of

fhe'TeacHer Corps outreach system because supérviéion is so closely fied

in with the relationship of PEogram Specialists with projects, a function

that is incorporated in the program office operating costs.
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Training of project personnel in educationallproduct marketing,
linkage functions, technical assistance to adopters in implement-
ing products and prqptices, managing outreach programs, etc.

Minimum: Teacher Corps Diffusion Project cootdinates training

within ED Regions; projects with high capabilities

“in R&D and D&U receive supp]emental unding to assfst

in reg1ona1 training. ‘
l .
Regiona1 Networks coordinate training within region
and collaboration among projects, TCCP, TCDP, and
Teacher Corps Outreach Unit to ‘maximize trarning
effects regionally. :

Maximum: Regional Networks conduct training and technical
' assistance to improve outreach capabilities of all
projects; provide linkage with all Teacher Corps
outreach agenc1es.

i

The responsibilities for trainIng and technical ass1stance in outreach

activities fall, in the minimum level of program outreach support, primarily

to the TéEf'and, to a lesser extent, to the TCCP. Regional Networks, however,

assume an fncreasing degree of responsibility for training as the level of
program outreach-support increases. Cost estimates and projections for the

training component discussed here are limited to the TCDP and TCCP operations.

"

Teacher Corps - Estimated Annual Cost
Communications Project

Minimum Medi um Maximum

Costs determined on the basis

of staff person-years estimated $ 210,000 $ 300,000 ¢ 390,000
to achieve production of various . '

information publications and/or Costs Projected Over Five Years
operatign of systems at various oL

levels of support by Teacher Federal Staff Person-Years
Corps Washington $1,050,000 $1,500,000 $1,950,000

B
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We recommend that a Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP) be

established for a three- to five-year period through competitive responses
to a Request for Proposal (RFP), a process that we believe will resu]p'in
securing the most competent personnel for the task of pfoviding information
services to projects, regional units, and the program office. Professional
and suﬁport staff costs (including institutional overhead and facilities)
are;estiméted on the basis of $60,000 per person-year. Production costs
for publications, sefvices,‘énd s0 forth are estimated on the basis of

anticipated volume.

Mechanism or Activity Minimum =~ Medium Maximum

Project Staff (3, 4, 5 person-years) $180,000  $240,000  $300,000

Program Directory (Minimal, as at 6,000 10,000 - 10,000
present with basic data on projects; .
on project innovations, services, etc;
at optimal level of outreach support
the directory 'is part of computer
database information system which
can be updated periodically)

Archive collection of program materials
(storage, cataloging, etc.}; collec-
tion, exchange, clearinghouse services
improve at différent levels

Catalog of project-developed products

and practices; annual publication at
minimum level to \computerized data

base Teacher Corps Practice File
at optimal level of support

Newsletter about promising practices,
etc., 4, 6, or 10 issues at different
levels of outreach upport .

Direct communication Service to projects
- : 'll




Teacher Corps Diffusion Project “«  Estimated Annual Costs

Minimum Medium Maximum

Costs determined on the basis of :
staff person-years estimated to $1,460,000 $1,750,000 $860,000
achieve various Tevels of outreach :

support services to Teacher Corps Costs Projected Over Five Years
projects and other units; support - . _
from Teacher Corps Washington $7,300,000 $8,750,000 $4,300,000

We recommend that a Teacher Corps Diffusion Project {TCDP) be established
through competetive responses to an RFP issued by Teacher Corps for a three-
to five-year contract. We believe this process will secure the most competent
personnel to pgrfonn the highly specialized seryices envisioned for this project;
these include training and technical assistance in all phases of school improve-
ment program planning, development, evaluation, adaptétion, and dissemi;ation.
At Tow levels of outreach program support, TCOP project personrel will focus
more on coordinating the collaborative interaction among Teacher Cofps projects
with different levels of capability for educational .R&D and/or commitment to
knowledge D&UIto maximtze the effects of program outreach. Funds should be
alloted for direct support of assistance in cases where there. are many more
adopter projects in a given area that can be served by developer/demonstration
projects in the region. As higher levels of suppdh} become possible, the TCOP
would be increasingly able to provide direct servicé\to projects rather than
brokerage and referrals that would be characteristic of t\g minimum level of

operations. Such services 1nclude \\\

Assessment of educational products and practices for PrOJect
Review and Network Endorsenent processes;

Validation of the evidence of product effectiveness in the
prescreening process for JDRP review;
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Maintaining linkage with state, regional, and federal dis-
semination systems, clearinghouses, and networks;

Establishing means for improved DU among Teacher Corps IHEs

and other SCDEs throughout the country (alternatives include

support of new unit within NDN or setting up a separate D&U
. program for IHEs); and

Assistance to projects in identifying potential audiences for
dissemination, packaging educational materials, marketing

practices, educational-linkage functions, implementation
assistance, and so forth.

Levels of Program Support

Mechanism or Activity : _ Minimum Medium __ Maximum

Project Staff (¢,.10, and 6 person- $360,000 $600,000 $360,000
years; many technical assistance ‘
and training functions assumed by

Regional Qutreach Support Networks
in optimal configuration)

Consultant fees and travel for 300,000 500;000 200,000

technical assistance in product
assessment; program development,
documentation, evaluation; dem-
onstration; marketing, packaging,

and so forth {focus shifts to the
regional networks capabilities at
optimal level of support)

Support for Teacher Corps projects: 500,000 300,000 100,000
with exceptional R&D capability _

and/or commitment to D& to provide

assistance to Teacher Corps projects

with less capability {need diminishes’

with increase in capability of other
outreach support units)

Establishing and operating a system - 100,000 200,000 100,000
for improving D& school improve-
ment programs among Teacher Corps
IHEs and other SCDEs nationally

{regional networks perform the
function in optimal configuration)

Training and technical assistance to 200,000 150,000 100,000
projects, and increasingly as the .
levels of outreach support increase,

to the Regional Qutreach Support
Networks
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Interaction between groups of projects {regionally or for thematic
program interests} for the spread and exchange of information, to
encourage choice and facilitate implementation assistance.

Minimum: Projects within reasonable proximity meet periodical]{,
exchange personnel or teams for training; projects with
strong R&D and D& capabilities assist TCDP.

Regional Networks facilitate meetings of projects and
.coordinate information sharing; coordinate collabora-

tion among projects in regional “"capacity building" for
school improvement.

Maximum: Regional Networks conduct meetings of projects for
information sharing and exchange of products and
practices; provide linkage with TCDP and other out-
reach resource agencies.

The system of Teacher Corps regional netwcrks that operated through mid-
1980, as we indicated at the beginning of this report, was to have played a
central part in the information sharing and dissemination systems for Teacher
Corps. Many of our advisors, although-certainly not all, judged that the
regional netﬂork system provided definite benefits to project operations and

had potential for providing the stimulus for outreach--through peer pressure,

institutional rivalry, professional interaction, and the 1ike--that js missing

when projects work in isolation from one another. One reviewer stated that the
regional networks spread the program resources tdb thinly whereas aﬁother thought
our case for a minimal outreach system without the personal linkage supplied

by network interaction was “fatally flawed." Special purpose groups of projecgs,
such as the Youth Advocacy Loop and Research Adaptation Cluster, also provided
for professional stimulation, although the potential for facilitating outreach
act1v1t1es was not so readily apparent.

Qur recommendat1ons for the system of Reg1ona1 Qutreach Support Networks,
defined below, should not, however, be construed to mgan that we advocate simply
reestablishing the previous regional network system. Though some of the networks,
in our judgment, helped projects prepare for the "future" tasks of institutional-

ization and outreach--and did very creditable jobs in training, establishing
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liajson with state dissemination agencies, providing lfnkage for projects with
information resources, and so forth--others did nothing. We recommend that

any future Teacher Corps investment in networking be made solely on the basis
of providing means for the_bést available training and technical assistance in
all the elements of deve]bping and "delivering" successful school imbrovemen:
programs. We make no récommendations with regard to the special purpose groups

of projects; these seem to us to have less impact upon the larger challenge of

Teacher Corps program outréach that is our primary concern.

Regional Qutreach Support Networks Estimated Annual Costs

Med1ium Maximum

Costs determined on the basis of $3,034,000 to $4,329,500 to
different ratios of Network staff  $3,124,000 $4,452,000
personnel to projects in various

regional configurations; the Costs Projected Qver Five Years
basic principle is to contentrate

help where.it is most needed $21,398,000 ~ $30,719,000

In order to ensure that the most qualified educational 1inkage personnel

available are given the oppbrtunity to assist Teacher Corps projects prepare
for and conducf outreach activities, we recommend that a system of Regional
threach Suppo?t Networks be established through compelitive proposals in”
_Eesponse to a procurement issued to a bfoad range of educational agencies

able to operate\outreach support progfams. We would not 1imit eligibility

for competing for the network confracts'(or grants) to IHEs because of the
specialized nature of educafﬁona] dissemination. The qualifications needed

for effective outreach linkage arelnot necessarily limited to teacher educators
in SCDEs and Teacher Corps shﬁuld endeavor. to secure the most competent person-

nel for this vital task.
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We suggest'that_the boundaries of the Teacher Corps network system fo]]pw,

4

at least generally, those of the Department of Education's regions to increase
the potential for coordinating effort with other Federally supported programs
administered or supported regionally. A regional Teacher Corps network system,
however, is not considered feasible at the mintmum level of program outreach
support. In that situation we recommend that differential funding (discussed
on pageﬁ 28 to 30) be set up to provide additional funding for ‘projects that
have more capability in educational R&D and/or commitment to D&U to assist
other projects. |

The variation in the cost estimates for the medium and maximum outreach
programs is based:upon different ratios of the number of full-time equivalent
(FTE) network pEofessiona] staff personnel to the number of Teacher Corps
projects in each region (1:15 and 1:10 respective]y)ib Table 8,ind1cates the
number of ‘personnel who -would be involved in three different regional config-
uration; (seg also the maps on pagés 52 to 54). As the number of Teacher
Corbs Erojects in @ given region varied’o?er the years, the FTE ratio could Se
adjusted without much disturbance in the continuity of personnel. For example,
if the number of projecfs in ED ReQion IV were to increase from 20 to 23 the
‘regional,netyork staff could be increased from 2.0 to 2.3 FTE gtaff by
contracting for the part;time services of an available educational Tinkage
_'spécialist. The same principle would wnrk‘in-reverse but, to ensure‘cahtinuity,
no region would ever have fewer than one (1.0 FTE) network staff person. The
estimated cost of the regional network system is determined on the basis of
$20,000 or $25,000 per project served (medium and maximum support levels)
plus a personnel allowance of $25,000 for each FTE staff person,rprorated as

necessary. 0ther costs are estimated on a national basis although there

would 1ikely be regional variation. (Text continues on page 55.)

b1




TABLE 8.

Number of Teacher Corps Regional Qutreach Support Network
Professional Staff Personnel in Ratios of 1:15 and 1:10 to the
Number -of Projects in Three Configurations' of Department of Education Regions

Ten ED and TC Regions - - Eight TC Regions Six TC Regions
(Map on page 52) - (Map on page 53) 1 (Map on page 54)
Number Network Number Network Number Network
Regions | of Staff Ratio lRegions| of Staff Ratio JRegions| of Staff Ratio
FProjects Projecty - Projects
1:15 | 1:10 . 1:15 | 1:10 1:15 | 1:10
| ———
I 10 1.0 | 1.0 1 10 '1.0 1.0 } ] 24 1.6 2.4
11 18 1.0 | 1.4 2 14 1.0 1.4 e
111 ‘15 1.0 | 1.5 3 15 1.0 1.5 ' .
IV 20 1.3 | 2.0 4 | 20 1.3 |[-2.0 2 20 1.3 2.0
y 22 1.5 | 2.2 5 22 |.1.5 2.2 3 37 2.5 3.7
VI 17 1.1 { 1.7 6 17 1.1 2.7 '} 4 23 1.5 23
VI 6 1.0 | 1.0 }. e e | ows !
VIII 7 1.0 | 1.0 | - 12 : :
IX 16 | 1.1 | 1.8 } s 121 | 1.a | 2.1 6 16 | 1.1 | 1.6
X | s 1.0 | 1.0 ' :
4 122 9.3 13.2 132° 6.5 9.5

Total 132 11.0 14,
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FIGURE I. Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Ten ED Regions.
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In this configuration the Teacher Corps Regiona) Outreach Support Networks coincide with The Department
of Educatfon regions; I.{Boston), IT (New York), III (Philadelphia), IV (Atlanta), V (Chicage), VI (Dallas),
VII {Kansas City), VIII (Deqver), IX (San Francisco), and X (Seattle). . )
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FIGURE 2. Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Eight Regions.
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In this configuration the Department of Education Regions VII (Kansas City) and VIII (Denver) are
combined into a single Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network as are Regions IX (San
Francisco and X (Seattle); the remaining Networks coincide with the ED Regions:
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FIGURE 3. Distributfon of Teacher Corps Projects in Six Regions..
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In this configuration Department of Education Reéions I (Boston) and II (New York) are combined, as are
Regions I1I (Philadelphia) and V (Chicago), Regions VI (Dallas) and VII (Kansas City), and Regions VIII
(Denver) and X (Seattle). Regions IV (Atlanta) and IX (San Francisco) remain as separate units.
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Of the six possibi]iéies (two ratios in three configurgtions)'we judge
that (given the present distribution of projects throughout the Eountry) the
optimal system of networking and outreach 1inkage would be provided by having
one FTE staff person for every 10 projects in eight Teacher Corps regions.
Combining ED Regions VII with YIII and IX with X, although the geograbhic
areas {see Figure 2, page 53) are large indeed, is more economical in terms
of the ratio of network staff to projectﬁ served. In addition, the cities
of Denver and San Francisco, where the Network staff would likely be located;\
both have superior transpz;tation facilities to compensate for the distances A
between some of the more remote projects. Although at a 1:15 ratio it would
take only 9.3 FTE network staff to serve these eight regions, it wag the
consensus among our advisors and reviewers that the Executive Secretaries,
in the previous Teacher Corps regional configuration of 12 networks, could
serve about 10 projects most efficiently.

The estimated annual costs of this outreach component are stated in

terms of options depending upon the ratio of FTE network staff professionals

to the number of projects {out of 132) served. ¢

Levels of Qutreach Program Support

Mechanism or Activity :
{(Minimum level not included) Medium ‘Maximum

=

Basis for Network Budge@, per project $ 20,000 $ 25,000
Ratio of Staff FTE per project . 1:15 1:10

Ten Regions; 132 projecgs $2,640,000 $3,300,000
11.0 and 14.4 FTE 220,000 360,000

37,860,000 33,660,000

Eight Regions; 132 projects $2 ,640,000 $3,300,000
330,000

9.3 and 13.2 FTE 186,000
: $2,826,000 $3,630,000




. - . |
! Medium . Maximum .

Six Regions; 132 projects $2,640,000 . $3,300,000'
6.5 and 9.5 FTE . 130,000 237,500 .

N $2,770;000 $3,537,500. ¢

Support for Deans Councils (allowances* $ 132,000 $ 396,000

of $1,000 or $3,000 for each project) .
Support for Superin#endents Councils* $ 132,000 $ 396,0b0
*Regarded by Some revfewers as a politically .astute investment for in-
stitutionalization ahd outreach but by others as simply window dressing or
boondoggles. , ) f

The five-year projections are based upon an eight region configd;ation

and include the following variables: ,

Levels of Outreach Program Support

Meddium - Maximum

Per Project Operating Budget "/ ¢ 20,000 $ 25,000
: / :

Ratio of Network FTE Staff / :

to Projects in Region | 1:15 1:10

. Allowance for Deans! Council, 1,000 / $ 3,000
per Project :

Allowance for Superiintendents 1,000 - e 3,000
Council, per Project | .

The estimate for each year (below)|includes the costs fér each of the

f

factors above and netﬁork staff costs for the number of projEcts indicated:

: Staff . \& Staff
Fiscal Year ~No. Projects FTE Medium FTQ Max imum

s . .
| 1982 172 11.5 § 4}514,000 17.2 $ 5,762,000 .
1983 212 14.1 4,946,000 21.2 7,102,000
1984 173 11.5 4,036,000 17.3 5,795,000
1985 160 10.7 3,734,000 16.0 5,360,000
11986 13.4 4,668,000 20.0 6,719,000

TOTALS $21,398R§00 . $30,719,000
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Preparation of local informatjon materials, including newsletters,

articles, media releases, ptc,, for spread of project information
Tocally, '

Miniﬁhm: Teacher Corps Communications Project provides guide-
~. 1ines, "how-to" materials, and Tinkage with local
\belic information agencies.

~

Medium: Regional Networks coordinate training of project
personnel in use of “"how-to" materials; provide
linkage with TCCP and other information agencies.,

“Maximum: Regional Networks provide training and technical
assistance as needed for projects in the prepara-
tion of effective information materials.,

The next four Teacher Corps outreach system components involve cost
estimates and projections of funds that we recommend be allocated (that is,
set aside) for, expenditure in each Teacher Corps project budget; we are not
discussing "new" or "additional" program funds but rather the allotment of
specific minimum proportions of each project's budget to carry out important
outreach activities at particular times. Thus, the cost figures are directly
related to the demonstration/dissemination mandate of the Teacher Corps but

- are not really separate from the program funding amouﬁts authorized and/or

appropriated by the Congress each year,

Teacher Corps Project Estimated Annual Costs
Ltocal Information Materials

Minimum Medium Maximum

Annual costs calculated at

2, 3, and 4 percent of average $528,000 $792,000 $1,056,000
annual project budget est imated

to be $200,000 for each of 132

project; projections based on Costs Projected Over Five Years
the assumed number of projects (AlTocated from project grant funds)
operating over the five-year '

period (1982-86) $1,834,000 $2,751,000 $3,668,000
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The importance of effective communications between Teacher Corps projects
and 1ocal community groups (parents, civic leaders, taxpayer organizations,
etc.) has been well established in practice. Teacher Corps projects through-
out the country have experienced improved community relations by publishing
and distributing print materials, producing media presentations for public

meetings, and so forth. Among such materials are the following:

° °

Radio and television
presentations Saudio
® Community Council election guides and videotapes

Newsletter

° Project information brochures Informational posters

® Slide-tape presentations about Project reports
project activities ‘

We recommend that al) Teacher Corps projects receive guidance in the preparation

of public information materials to enhance public acceptance of project efforts.
Our calculations were based on the assumption that (given pést practices)
. r
over the five years of a project's 1ife the average annual budget wqu]d be
$200,000.* An average project expenditure of two percent of its annual budget,
$4 ,000 per year on local public information, is not regarded as more than a
very minimal investment to reach an audience that is crucial to institutionali-
zation of a project's program. The projections for 1982-1986 were based upon
the following factors:
Program Number of Number of Total Total Total
Cycle Projects Years @ $2,000 @ $3,000 @ $4,000
78 79 $ 316,000  $ 474,000 $ 632,000
79 53 318,000 477,000 636,000
81 40 ¥ 400,000 600,000 800,000
82 40 320,000 180,000 640,000
83 40 , 240,000 360,000 480,000

84 40 160,000 240,000 320,000
85 40 80,000 120,000 160,000

* The program Rules and Reguiations state that the maximum amount a project
might receive over five years is $1,100,000, or an average of $220,000.

ey ‘,)

{2
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6. Preparation of promotional, instructional, and support materials

for spread and exchange and use in choice and 1mp1ementat1on
activities and project-developed innovat1ons.

Minimum: Projects with high R&D capability and D& commitment
receive supplementary funding for outreach; other
projects get assistance from TCCP within funding
Timitations.

Regional Netorks facilitate collaboration between
strong R&D/D&J projects and "adopter” projects;
coordinate direct assistance to projects by TCCP,
TCOP, educational marketing groups.

Maximum: Regional Networks provide technical assistance in
materials preparation or coordinate delivery by TCCP
and/or of highly specialized educational marketing

" services, and so0 forth.

This outreach system component also involves the allocation of local project

budgets rather than program funds although, with a system of differential

funding, the developer/demonstrator projects end up spending more on dissemi-
- nation materials than will the adopter projects. For projecting the costs, |
' however, we have relied upon average figures for all projects to arrive at
~an estimate of the total of project budget monies that we recommend be allo-
° cated to this component.

Teacher Corps Project Estimated Annual Costs
Dissemination Materials (for 132 Projetts)

Minimum Medium Max imum

Annual costs calculated at 4, 6, _
and £.percent of the average $792,000. $1,188,000 $1,584,000
fourth and fifth year budgets of :

132 projects; average annual project “ v

budget estimated at $150,000; pro- . Costs Projected Qver Five Years
jections based on the number of (ATTocated trom project grant funds)
projects operating in fourth and

fifth years of program cycle . in $2,304,000 $3,456,000 $4,608,000
1982-1986 \ ‘




60~

As Teacher Corps projects undertake outreach activities they will have
to prepare a variety of promoticnal, informational, and "how-to" materials to
facilitate adoption and adaptation. Emrick and Peterson (1978) have defined
such materials ("brochures, manuals, workbooks, handbooks, filmstrips, video-
tapes, and other hard-copy or mediated presentations of information”) in three
categories:

° Descriptive materials: printed matter, visual displays, and

other hard-copy information designed to communicate what the

new knowledge, product or practice is, how it can be used, and
what benefits will accrue from use.

Instructional materials: the textbooks, workbooks, audiovisual
sequences, and other items which make up the basic curriculum
or content of the educational process {curriculum materials that
are not central to the innovation are classified as support
materials). ; s

® Support materials: printed matter, audiovisual aids, and other
informational components that occupy a background or optional
status; support materials include elements of an innovation's
curriculum, management, and implementation that are neither
central to the innovation nor essential to its utilization.

| The capability of projects to produce such materials may be closely related, we
suspect, to the general level of productivity in educationé] R&D. Thus, in a
Teacher Corps program of minimum outreach effort we would not expect morelthan
a third of all projects to (1) develop rea]ly innovative school imprdvement ér‘
educational personnel training progréms or (2) need technical assistance to

prepare dissemination materials.

In arriving at the estimated annual cost that_égisting projects should

allocate to the production and delivery of dissemination materiais we assumed
that an average budget for Teacher Corps:projects 16 the fourth year would be
$175,000 and in the fifth year $125,000; we tooL the average for the two years,
" $150,000, and calculated the minimum, medium, and maximum levels of éxpenditurés
by projects at four, sii, and eight percent of the total for 132 projects. To

arrive at a five-year projectioﬁ of the costs of dissemination materials we

ey
J,i
.
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noted (from Table 6) that only Prograﬁs 78, 79, 81, and 82 would have projects
in their fourth and fifth years during 1982-1986. Using an annual average
budget of $150,000, we again calculated the amounts to be allocated at four,

six, and eight percent.

A
No. of No. of Level of Outreach Support
: Projects .Projects Total No.
Program in 4th in 5th . of Project- Mi nimum Medium Maximum
Cycle Year Year Years ($6,000) ($9,000) (312,000)
78 79 79° 158 $ 948,000 $ 1,422,000 $ 1,896,000
79 53 53 106 636,000 954,000 1,272,000
81 40 40 80 480,000 720,000 260,000
82 40 - 40 240,000 36,000 480,000
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Documentat ion and evaluation to provide data on evidence of effective-
ness of products/practices for Review and Endorsement assessment process.
Minimum: Local projects use IHE resources or those of nearby
Teacher Corps projects with strong R&D capabilities;
TCDP assists as p0551b1e. .
Regional Networks coord1nate collaboration among

projects as necessary to facilitate Review and Network
Endorsement processes.

tance in documentation and evaluation; girect Network

Maxinum: Regional Networks provide training and)echm‘ca] assis-
Endorsement process.

This component also involves the allocation of project funds; andbas with
the previous system component, would vary considerably among individual projects
because of differential funding. |

This component, and even more so the following one on product validation,
provides a great deal of contention among our consultants and advisors. Advice
for allocating Teacher Corps funds for product review, endorsement, and/or
validation ranges from “nothing" to "whatever it takes." We are always brought
up short by the question. "What doe§ Teacher Corps want its projects to do?"
Without clear guidelines on expectations for outreach perfdérmance by projects
‘'we are not able to provide a precise answer to the question and otters of the

sort that it elicits, such‘as:

“Are all projects expected to produce products and practices that
will have national significance?"

“How tuch scrut1ny is 'enough' in determining the effectiveness of

an inservice teacher education program or similarly complex

educational innovation?"
Until such time as there are clear guidelines we have resorted to calculation
of cost estimates "that assume an average "reasonable" investment in program
documentation and evaluation. With many prOJects e11m1nat1ng the staff posi-
t10n of documentor/evaluator--our own notion is that many could benefit from

dd1ng writer-editors to project staff--the situation will remain unclear

unt11 gu1de11nes are promulgated.
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Project Documentation and ) Estimated Annual Costs
Evaluation of Programs (For 132 Projects)-

Minimum Medium Maximum

Annual costs calculated at 10, 15,

and 20 percent of the average second $3,300,000 $4,950,000 $6,600,000"
and third year budgets of 132 projects; ‘

average annual budget estimated at Costs Projected Qver Five Years
$250,000; projections based on the
number of projects in the second and (Allocated from project grant funds)
third years of operation in 1982-1986 . $8,325,000 $12,487,500 $16,650,000

If the Teacher Corps: is to become a program demonstrating “exemplary"
school improvement and educa;ional personnel deve]opmeht programs then it is
absolutely imperative that projects systematically collect, analyze, and act
upon evaluative data to assess the effects of their products and practices.
There can be no plausiblé evfdence of effectiveness if some measurements of
change are not made agafhst baseline data. Without any evidence of effec-
tiveness no reaéonab]y skeptical educator will seriously entertain the prospects
of adopting an educational program.

Our estimates of the costs of ddcumenéation and evaluation (discussed
here as an outreach component although both are already incorporated in
project budgets for program development and implementation) are based upon
the assumption that at least ten percent of the developmental effort of a -
Teacher Corps project ought to‘be allﬁcatéﬁ for these functions to ensure
adequate evidence of program effectiveness. We assume an average projeét
budget, in the second and third.deve]opment/training years, of $250,000.

The estimates of 10, 15, and 20 pereent of these 5hnua] budgets ( for the
minimum, mediun, and maximum levels), are based upon a minimum allocation
of $20,000 for project staff salaries for documentation and evaluation and
$5,000 for specialized assistance in evaiuqtion. We judge that this amount
will provide a minimally effective job of documentation and evaliation and

that additional investment by projects will yield even better returns in

the plausibility of claims of.effectiveness.
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The five-year projections take into account the following factors:

No. of No. of : Level of Qutreach Support
Projects Projects Total No. .

Program in 2nd in 3rd of Project- Minimum Medium Max imum

Cycle Year Year Years ($25,000) ($37,500)  ($50,000)

79

53 53 $1,325,000  $1,987,500 $2,650,000 °

81 40 40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
82 .40 40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
83 40 40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
8 40 -

40 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000,000
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Validation of evidence of effectiveness of products and practices
as prescreening for review by Joint Dissemination Review Pane) (JDRP)
Minimum: TCDP' provides referrals for any projects needing
assistance (ED Reyional offices, Teacher Corps
projects with high R&D capab1lit1es) 1

Regional Networks facilitate Validation process
for regional projects; provide referrals; forward
validated products to program off1ce._

Maximum: Regional Networks.provide training and technical
) assistance in validation procedures; forward .
validated prodpcts to program office.

Tho amounts of project b@dget funds to be allocated that are suggested

here, as with the previous-two components, will vary from project to project

because of differential fundiog. But rather than Just proJect average program
calculations in estlmating the investment to be made in product va11dat10n we
have tried to estimate Jjust how many Teacher Corps members are 11ke1y to seek
JDRP s exemplary designation for the educational products they have developed
1n their projects.

The numbers may appear low to some readers; we base our judgmentuthat
Teacher Corps projects will not seek JDRP approval in large numbers on (1)
past experience with the Teacher Corps program, (2} the information givon us
~ about project 1ntent1ops by the Execut1ve Secretar1es of the former regional

networks and (3) the prediction by some obserVers ‘that the JORP itself may be

radically altered or abolished in the reasonably near future.

Validation of Evidence of :
Product /Practice Effectiveness Estimated Annual Costs

Annual costs estimated on the ‘basis Minimum Medium Max fmnum
of 10, 15, "and 25 percent of 26 )
projects (approx1mate1y one-third of $ 6,000 $ 8,000 $ 14,000
- the Program 78) spending $2,000 for

validation assistance; project1ons Costs Projected Over Five Years
are based on the same proportion of (Allocated from project grant, funds)
projects in 5th year of operation - )

between 1982 and 1986 $ 12,000 $ 18,000 $ 32,000
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Our ynteraction with Teacher Corps project personnel has led us to con-

clude that, without external stimulus such as the peer pressure provided by

the regional or special purpose group of projects, very feq‘of them are likely

fq submit evaluation data on their products or practices to the Joint Dissemi-

\
nation Review Panel (JDRP).

It is possible,rgiven future budget restrictions,

that_more projects than has been the case up to now will come to recognize the

potential for support of outreach activités through the National Diffusion Net-

work (NDN) and seek exemplary §tatus-for the}r innovations from the JDRP, the

criter}on for NDN consiﬁeration.

cantly'larger proportion.

We doubt, however, if it would be a signifi-

Our projections of resources necessary to support

validatisn, therefore, are based upon the following assumpt1ons about how projects

are 11ke1y to behave under varying circumstances of program outreach Support.

1

Minimum Level

Medium Level

Maximum Level

Very few projects would
seek to have' products/
practices validated;
although the Teacher
Corps Outreach Project
(if established) could:
provide referrals for
assistance with the pre-
screening proceﬁs for
JDRP submissioniwe doubt
if more than 10 ipercent
of all projects would

- undertake the effort

-+

With some additional peer

oressure for the assess-

ment of product effective-

ness (depending on the
“strength" of regional-
network activity

would -expect that the:
proportion of projects
seeking validation could
rise to 15 percent

A strong system of
regional networks
would both stimulate .
projects to undertake
validation and assist -
them in the process;
we would expect that
as.many as 25°percent
of all projects would
prepare JDRP submis-
sions :

For both the estiwated annual costs and the five;year projections we assume that

only one-third of the projects will ever have products and practices developed to

the point where evidence of effectiveness could be reviewed by the JORP. We esti-

mate that the cost of technicat assistance for product ;alidétion would average

ab0ué $2,000. Thus,}one-thifd of the seventy-nine Program 78 projects, 26 might

be éﬁpected to have evaluation data that could be reviewed by the JDRP. If ten
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percent of the 26 (rounded up to 3) sought JDRP approval we would éstimape

an expenditure of project funds of $6,000 for prescreening assistance, In

the five year period 1982 to 1986 the numbers of projécts in each program

~ cycle in the fifth year is as follows:

. Estihated Nﬁmber of Submissions
No., of Cne-third , .

Projects with Data . Level of Qutreach Support
in 5th Suftable _Minimum - Medium Maximum

Year for JORP . (10%) - (15%) (25%)
79 C 26 3 4
53 18 2 3
. 30 13 1 2
9

6
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9. Presentations at local, state, regional, and national meetings of
educational organizations dnd publication in professional journals, - Fol
etc., to spread information and facilitate exchange. :
Minimum: A1l projects allocate resources to make presentations

to appropriaté audiences; the most productive projects

! receive supplemental funding for presentations and

publication,

Medium: Regional Networks promote part}cipation by projects

in regional meetings and collaborate with TCCP in
making effective use of publication opportunities by
Teacher Corps projects.

. Maximum: Regional Networks conduct regional meetings in school
improvement and educational personnel training programs;
coordinate other regional and-national project presenta-
tions. T

The'cost éstihates and projections for the next two outreach system com-
ponents are based ubou proportions of the amounts recommended for shifting
among projects in the differential system of gfant awards. Thus, we are again
looking'at the prescribed allocation of authorized program funds rather than
additional support necessary to operate the outreach system.

The presumption behind the diminution of amounts shifted among the pro-
jects at the higher levels of outreach program support is that, as the support
projects and regional networks become more efficient in improving the capabilities
of all projects to develop and implement effective school }mprovement programs,
there will be less need for additional grant support to support the technical
assistance provided at the lowest level of outreach program support by the
developer/demonstrator projects. :

The national 1mpaét of this compopent of the Teachbr Corps dissemination
system would, we judge, be enhanced considerably.\partiéularly‘at the minimum
level of support for outreach, if the most productive projects received sup-

ra ¥
plemental funding for the costs incurred in travel. to professional organization

. . L0 . , R
meetings and for personnel resources invested in preparing articles, reports,

-
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etc., for publication in education journals. Table 6 makes clear that dif-

ferential funding of projects, moreover, need not have any effect upon'the

overal) level of program funding 1f£the reduction in funding ]eve]; for

1ow-1evel producing adopter prOJectp is transferred to the more productive
developer/demonstrat1on projects. (The amounts suggested in the three levels
decline as they go from the m1nimum to maximum because the regional network
system would provide training and techn1ca1 assistance in these ect1v1t1es

ané pick up some of the "slack.")

Presentations at educational
meetin?s and publication in Estimated Annual Costs
education journals

Minimum Medium Maximum
Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 1/6 projects)
based on average of 57
projects using 25 percent $ 743,750 $ 601,250 $ 387,500
of average amount of ?rant o
| funds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Over Five Years
projects; five-year pro- . (Program funds reallocated among all projects)
jections follow same formula "
using data on projects and $4,037,500 $3,285,000 $2,156,250
funding shifts from Table 6

To project the resources to be allocated for this outreach component we
have assumed that approximately one- fourth of the amount shifted among projects
through differential grant funding (Table 6 on page 29) would be utilized'for
presentations and publication activity. (The remaining three-fourths would be
allocated for the three outreach system components djscuseed next: dissemina-
tien of innovations via established dissemination systems, operation of demon-
stration centers, and providing technical\assis;ance to adopters.} The cost
data above simply represent 25 percent oflthe amounts recommended for shifting
among projects. The annual cost estimates are equal to one-fourth of the
amounts to be shifted among 176 operating Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal

year 1682, The 57 most productive projects would receive additional support

j . | ' &3
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to share information with other educators. The proJect;kns of costs
over the next five years have been calculated in exactly ire same way:
the figure of $2,156,250 is equal to one-fourth of the sum\pf the amounts

transferred among projects in the maximum level of outreach program support

for  the period 1982- 1986. . ‘

' !
1
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Dissemination of innovative materials through state or federally
funded dissemination systems to stimulate exchange and cho1ce
activities.

Minimum: All projects make use of ERIC and similar state
information systems or networks; eligible projects
seek funding from NDN.
Regional Networks facilitate submissions by brojects
to dissemination systems and maintain linkage with
state and regional agencies.’
Maximum: Regional Networks provide training and technical
assistance in accessing various systems; provide
linkage between projects and agencies.
The data underlying the cost estimates for this outreach system &ompo-
nent were calculated in the same way as they were for the previous activity,

presentations and publication.

Dissemination Through Existing
State and Federally Funded . Estimated Annual Costs
Dissemination Systems

Minimum Medium .Max imum
Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 projects)
based on average of 57 -
projects using 5 percent $ 148,750 $ 120,250 $ 77,500
of average amount of grant » '
funds shifted among 176 - Costs Projected Over Five Years
projects; five-year pro- (Program funds reallocated among all projects)
jections follow same formula .. :
for years 1982-1986 $ 808,250 $ 657,000 $ 431,250

.
[

This outreach sysiem component would also benefit from differential

funding of Teacher Corps projects becauSe those projects that were the most'
productive would have the most to disseﬁinate The lower costs, however, of
ut1]1z1ng existing dissemination systems (such as ERIC NDN, RDx, or the state
disseminat ion programs established by the NIE State Dissemination Grants
Program} will not‘require extensive expenditures of either Teacher Corps pro-
gram or project funds. The estimates for annual and five-year costs above
were determined in the same way as those for the preceding coﬁponent (presen-

tations and publication) except that we assumed that five percent of the total




I

amounts shifted among projects would be suff{cient for this activity.
Most of the expenditures anticipated for this component.wou]d be for
project staff time to establish and maintain linkage with dissemination
system personnel, prepare materials for sﬁbmission, and so fortﬁ. (Costs
of eva]ﬁation consultants to assist projects in prescreening evaluation
data of pfoducts and practices to be submitted to the JDRP are subsumed
under the outreach system component for validation, pages .65 to 67 above.)
In the more optimal outréach system cohfigurations, Teabﬁer Corps projects
would receive assistance fﬁ'utj]izing dissemination agencies from regional
network staff personnel. i

Table 6 provideg the amounts recommended for differential funding of
projects according to their levels of educational R&D pr&ductivity and/or
comnitment to educational D&U. The medium level annual cost estfﬁate,
$120,250, is equal to five percent of $2,405,000, the total amount to be
shifted among all Teacher Corps projects ‘in Fiscal 1982. The $657,000

five-year projection at the middle level of ouireach support is equal to

five percent of the total shift in.Teacher Corps funds of $13,140,000

over the years 1982-1986.
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last Operation of demonstration programs (classrooms, inservice

centers, etc.) to ?rovide for exchange and to facilitate
choice by potential adoptors.

Minimum: A1l projects conduct some demonstration activi-
ties; most productive products get supplemental
" funding from Teacher Corps program.

Medium: Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among
projJects to maximize impact of demonstration
activities by Teacher Corps projects in region.
Maximum: Regional Networks provide training and technical
. assistance to projects in establishing demonstra-
tion programs; coordinate with NDN.
The estimates of cost for the next two outreach system components, op-.
eration of demonstration programs-and providing on-site technical assistance

to adopters, have been calculated in terms of ranges of expenditures. Be-

cause there is such a wide variation in costs involved in operating démonstra-
tion sites and providing technical assistance to adopters we have calculated
cost estimates and prﬁjéctions using a range of 30 to 60 percent of the total-
fourth and‘fifth year budgets of Teacher Corps projects to accommodate the’

-wide range of possibilities for each of the two outreach components.”

L

Operation of Demonstration Estimated Annual Costs (Fiscal 1983)
Centers

' M3 nimum Medium Maximum
. Annual estimates based upon (Program funds reaiiocated among 13Z projects)

the allocation of 30 to 60 ' _
9ercent of 132 program 78 ‘and $7,745,000--(ranging up to)--$11,490,000

9 budgets in fiscal year
1983; five-year projections Costs Projected Over Five Years
based upon same proportions . (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and
of all ‘projects in fourth 5th year projects) '
and fifth years of opera- - i
tion in 1983-1986 $18,877,500-- (ranging up to)--$37,755,000

The‘operation of demonstration sites is dn important element of outreach

for many if not most innovative educational programs. Providing potential
: ]
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adopters with personal observation, training, or other experience with the

operation of demonstration classrnoms,’teacher inservice centers, and the

Tike very often facilitates the choice among alternative programs.. We rec-
ommend that all Teacher Corps projects, unless their products and practices
simp]y do not lend themselves to observation, operate some sort of demonstra-
tion service even if 1imited in avai]abfTity-onTy to educators in the immediate
region or state. |

Iﬁ order to maximize the impact of the innovative products and practices
developed by productive Teacher Corps projects; we recommend that a substantial
proportion of their differential funding be allocated if appropriate to the
operat%on of large-scale demonstration facilities. Estimates of the annual
fiye—year costs of Teacher Corps demonstration centers involve funds from
the fourth and fifth year budgets of each_project;‘the differential support
of the more productive projects is already built into the systéh of separate
funding for adopter and developer/dem&nstrator.projects. The amounts indi-
cated above suggest the total that migﬁt be invested in demonstration site
opgrétions; the data in Table 9 (next page) give a more complete picture of
variation among pcpjects. The data for fiscal year 1983 are presented
primarily to give an example of what a given year might look Tike when there
are projects inlboth the fourth and fifth years of operation. )

The range of possibjlities for a given project to spend on operating a
demonstration center thus ranges from $22,500 for a fifth year Jow-productivity .
Program 78 project spending 30 percent of its arnual 5udget in the minimum
outreach support progfam configuration to $135,000'for a'Pngram 79 project
spending 60 percent of its fourth year budget in the minimum outreach program

support situation.
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¢
J

AT TABLE 9,

Range of Potential Expenditures from Teacher Corps Project Budgets for Operation
of Demonstration Centers: Fiscal Year 1983. Percents are of Amounts Recommended
for Mfferential Funding 1n Table 6.

Approximate Number Differential Buddet Levels (In Thousands of Dollars) Fiscal Year 1983

of Projects at Each
Level of Productivity: Hip imum f Medd un Haximum

Program| - a0 Percent 4" Percent Perceat
Cyc1e~‘,«- 0 60 30 30 60

5.0 | £1.0 60.0
78 75.0 7.0 75.0
105.0 99.0 i 90.0

75.0 81.0 9.0

7 ] 105.0 "1 1050 . 105.0
' 135.0 5 | 129.0 : 0 | 1200
TOTALS 11,490 11,490 [| 319,150 11,490

The five-year projections are simply equal to the ranges represented

by calculating 30 and 60 percent of the total expenditures (from Table 5)

for all fourth and fifth year projects during the period 1982-1986:

Program - Fiscal Year (In thousands of dollars}
"Cycle - 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

78 13,825 9,875

79 9,275 7,950

81 ' 8,000 6,000
82 8,000




Providing on-site technical assistance to adopters in the implemen-

tation of project-developed products and practices.

Minimum: - Eligible projects get NDN funding; other productive
projects with strong D&U capabilities get supp]enen-
tary program funding.

Medium: Regional Networks facilitate collaboration amorg
adopter and demonstrator projects to improve the
capabilities of all to assist adopters/adapters.

Maximum: Regional Networks conduct training and technical
assistance for regional projects to establish im-
plementation service capability.

As with the previous component the cost estimates for this outreach

system activity have been calculated in—terms of ranges of expenditures that

could conceivably be involved in providing technical assistance to adopters.

On-site technical assistance Estimated Annual Costs {Fiscal 1983)

to adupters 1mp1ement1ng pro-

ducts and practices Minimum Medium Maximum _
(Program funds reallocated among 132 projects)

Annual estimates based upon
the allocation of 30 to 60 $5,745,000--(ranging up to)--$11,490,000
percent of 132 Program 78 '
and 79 project budgets for - Costs Projected Over Five Years
. 1983; projections based upon (Project funds reallocated among al} 4th and
same proportions in fourth 5th year projects)
and fifth year budgets of
all projects in 1982-1986 $18,877,500~-(ranging up to)--$37,755,000

The provisions of technical assistance in helping adopters adapt project-
Udeve]oped innovations is essential to ensure that products gnd practices will
be disseminated succésSful]y around the country. BecauSe, hoqgver, we can ex-,
pect such a divefﬁe range of products and practices, each requiring'varying

amounts of peronal intervention by “"credible” developer personnel providing as-

-sistancé to adopters during the implementation phase, we have foun&'it necessary

to recommend a range of possible expenditures for this outreach System component.
The calculations have been made in the same way as were the figures for the pre-

vious component, operating demonstration sites, and are, consequently equivalent.
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13. Ctommercial publication of effective project developed
materials; spread, exchange, and choice done by
publisher; imp)ementation contracted.

Minimum: Any project with commercially attractive
materials can get assistance from publishers;
TCOP provides referrals as possible.

Medium: Regional Networks facilitate interaction with
projects and publishers; coordinate technical
assistance between projects and TCDP.
Maximum: Regional Networks provide lirkage between
projects and publication specialists; maintain
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions.
Perhaps the most effective edugatidnal dissemination system operating
in the United States i< the commerical publishing industry. Though Teacher

Corps innovatioms will 1ikely be more in the realm of processes and practices,
) :

there will be some matérials that may have commercial appeal and projects

should be;encouraged to seek such publication.

——Beyond the few instances of personal linkage service suggested above
the co;ts of commercial publichtion are borne by the pub]ishers and the
Teacher Corps program will not need to allocate any funds for this effecfive

means of outreach.
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TWO COMPOUNDING PROBLEMS

-

-

There are two' additional situations in Teacher Corps that increase the

difficulty of formuTating national program policy with. regard to.outreach.
- Both are related to the recommended strategy of shifting prograﬁ resources
among projects to capitalize upon the strengths of projects with institutions
of higher education (IHE) components that are strong, in educational knowledge
production and utilization (KPU). - In this report we have referred to these
projects as those with schools, colleges,- or departments of education {SCDEs)
that demonstrate high levels of educational research and development (R&D)
" and/or strong institutional commitment to service to Tocal education agencies
(LEAs) through various channels of educational knowledge dissemination and
‘utilization (D&U).
the problem of formulating general outreach policy for the Teacher Corps
program fs compounded by these two situations:
° Almost one out of every six projects is directed by an

official of the LEA component; we do not consider the use

of any index of KPU strength for the SCDEs associated with

these projects as a valid predictor of potential for con-

‘tributing to the overall outreach effort of Teacher Corps.

The geographic disfribution of Teacher Cops projects with

SCDEs that are strong in KPU is badly skewed; the projects

that have IHE components with high Tevels of educational

R&D/D&U ca?ability are. concentrated in the northeast and .
are virtually absent in the southeast.

LEA-Based Projects

Table 10 indicates the number and regional distribution of Teacher
Corps projects that have directors locited in the LEA. We identified a
project as LEA-based if the address of the project director listed in the

Teacher Corps Directory for 1979-80 gave a LEA Tocation.: Whether or not

these data are completely accurate with respect to the LEA or IHE affiliation
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of the project director (we did telephone projects in instances where the
directory address did not give a clear indication of either LEA or SCDE
location) the fact remajns that qpproximateiy one director out of every six
has no professional stake in the capabilities of the IHE component to provide

educational D& services to adopters beyond the local area. Ip a&dition,

[

*

TABLE 10.

Teacher Corps Projects with Directors Located in Local,
Education Agency (LEA) by Productivity of Institution of

" Higher Education (IHE) in Each Department of Education Region
_ {See Appendix A for Complete List)

Number of LEA-Based
Projects in Each Level and
Index of IHE Productivity

Department
of Education
Regions and, Percent
Number of of
Teacher Corps High ”Medium Low [[Total] Totai

Projects

1 .10 - -" -l -11 20.0
1 - 14 . 1 - 14.3
15 : } 46.7

20 5.0

22 |l : _ 9.1
17 ' ; 11.8

6 - 0
7 ' 14.3°

31.3
20.0

Totals 132

Total Number and
Percent in Level
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of the 23 LEA-baséd projects in the country, 11, nearly half, have [HE .
components that are rated at the Tow end of the scale of educational R&D

productivity. In our judgment (1) the lack of profgssiona] incentive for

LEA-based project directors to engage in school 1mprovgment service activi-
ties beyond the 1ocal LEA and {2) the fact that only one-quarter of the
LEA-based projects have SCDE components with sufficiently high R&D producti-
sity to be Tikely to be classified as déveloper/demonstrator projects makes
the entire category of projects marginal as potential prospects for contri-
buting to the national Tgacher Corps outreach effort.‘

_ But conversely, as one of ouf reviewers pointed out, seVﬁﬁa] of the
LEA-based projects'are directed by persons in the central offices of large
city school districts (Bosion, Battimore, Daf]as, New York, Phi]ade]phia,
Pittsburgh, St. Paul} and in state education depértment agencies {Alaska,
Puerto Rico, and Guam) where the capabilities to perform educational D&
services in similar contexts might be just as good as or better than many

1

THE. o » S A
We rgcommend then that Teachgr Cofss give careful scrutiny to the -
proposals for funding as deve]opér/deﬁonstrator projects that may come from
LEA-based projects during the first three or four years of d'program'kytle.
Though we have perceived that some LEA-baséd directors have liftle interest
in engagfng in outreach once the objectives for local school improvement
\have been accomplished, on baTance we wou]d suggest careful review of

proposals on a case-by-case basis to assess “the evigpnce of commitment. to

effective outreach. - - ' .

\Geographic Distr1but1on of PrUJects

“ The second s1tuat1on that we believe makes the fonmu]ation of a

)’

national outreach policy more difficult for Teacher Corps’is the geographic
&= a - -
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maldistribution of projects with IHEs with strong educational R&D and D&U
capabilities. Figure 4 indicates the Tocations of the Teacher Corps projects
with SCDEs classified as high R&D producers in the 1977 Clark and Guba study

(see also.Table 4 on page 23). The concentration of the projects most likely

to become developer/demonstrator projects in Department of Education Regions

IT, I1I, and partjcularly V, and the paucity of suchlprojects in Region IV are
particularly apparent. This situation ﬁakes the kind of collabortive interaction
of developer/demonstrator projects with adopter projects that we recommend dif-
.fiqu]t indeed, even with differential project grant funding and linkagé support
“that would be provided by the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP).

One of our reviéwers (who questioned whether or not the “market" fqr
Teacher Corps project-produced teacher education materials was large enough to .
begin with to justify suppért of even our minimal outreach program recommenda-
tions) suggested_fhat SF tﬁe very least Teacher‘Corps:should concentrate its

-, resources to assist ;ﬁEs 15 the areas where they were most peeded. This sugﬁests
that in a low.iével program of support for outreach the TCDP might best be
-Tocated in the southeéstefn bart of the'nation,-partfcularly inflight of the
distance between the curr%nt conéentrations of potential developer/demonstrator s
pfojects and likely adopt%r projects. A longer term means for “shortening" fhe
lipes for project co]]aboﬁation would be to fund projects with high R&D/D&U
ﬁrdductivity‘§CDE componeﬁts in the ED Region IV althouﬁh, as presently ﬁ}ojected,
this would not oceur befoﬁé fiscal year 1982. The same ;gviewer, however, had
reservations about the eff%ctiveness of single-focus-supbokt_p*bjects, such agr

the TCOP, because of the ]}ck of "ownership" in the activity that the reviewer

1

judged to be characteristif of the relations among colleagues proviﬁing collabor-

ative_assistance within the regional networks. v .

Y
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FIGURE 4. Teacher Corps Projects With High Lgve]s of Educational R&D Product%vity.
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Yirgin lslands

REGION III

Delaware

District of Columbia
Maryland -
Pennsylvania
Virginia

West Virginia

REGION I¥ REGION IV

Arizona Alabama

F
California Florida 3
Hawa i _ : Georgia g

3

Nevada. ’ - 4 Kentucky
American Somoa Mississippi
Trust Territory P £6ION V1 ‘ North Carolina 2
of the Pacific R South Carolina 2

Guam 1 Arkansas 1 Tennessee 2
Wake Islands Louisiana 3

New Mexico 1

Oklahoma 2

Texas 10

Locations of 41 Projects with SCDEs Classified by R&D Productivity (Clark and Guba, 1977)
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SUMMARY ANO RECOMMENOATIONS

The amounts of‘Teacher Corps program funds that go toward the Fourth

Outcome, dissemination for adoption or adaptation, in the next year or five

years will, of course, never be known with any degree of precision.

If one

were to add up the figures in Table 1I, the Summary of outreach cost estimates

on page 87, the totals that apparently could be spent would indeed be stag-

gering. The sum of the five-year projections in the maximum outreach config-

uration for funds to be allocated (set aside} and required to operate support

projects and networks is approximately $140 million.

However, the figures are

not additive; it takes a bit more manipulation of the cost estimate data to

arrive at a reasonable estimate of the total amounts of prdgram funds that

might be invested in outreach in the next five years.

We can begin with some broad assumptions about the allocation of project

operating funds and Teacher Corps options for funding outreach support projects

and networks and work toward some more realistic estimates.

[f we assume thggi

The total 3mount of Teacher Corps
proJect operating funds in the:
fifth year of a program cycle goes
for outreach activities, demonstra-
tion, and dissemination...

The total amount of Teacher Corps
project operating funds in the

fourth year of a program cycle goes
for outreach (from our point of view
the process of "institutionalization”
fs a form of dissemination--"selling"
elements of the Teacher corps project
to other schools in the LEA and other
departments of the IHE)...

Then the "cost" of outreach includes:

The grant awards for fifth year
projeécts (see Table 5, page 27) will
reach 39,875,000 in fiscal 1983,
$7,950,000 in 1984, drop-off for 1985
because there will be no projects in
the<fifth year, and then stabilize at
$6 million-annually in 1986 when the
Program 81 projects reach year five.

The grant awards for fourth year
projects will total $13,825,000 in,
fiscal 1982, $9,275,000 in 1983,.'8nd
then stabilize at $8 million in 1985;
total fourth and fifth year project
grant totals reach:

1982 $13,825,000

1983 - 19,150,000

1984 7,950,000

1685 - 8,000,000
1986 14,000,000




If we assume that:

Amounts set-aside by projects in the
first, second, and third years to get
ready for dissemination (evaluation,
documentation, validation, etc.) and
allocated for local information out-
reach (newsletters, media releases)
are actually part of the overall
dissemination effort...

A1l of the other outreach activities
and mechanisms sumnarized in Table 11
“that are to be paid for through the
allocation of program or project
funds (preparation of dissemination
materia?s, presentations at profes-
sional organization meetings, etc.)
are accomplished during the fourth
and fifth years of a project...

~ The Teacher Corps Communications
Project and the Teacher Corps Dif-

fusion Progect are established (at
a cost of $1,670,000 annually in

the minimum outreach support pro-
gram)...

A system of Regional OQutreach Support

Networks is established at a middle
level of outreach support gwith
annual costs ranging from 33,034,000
to $4,124,000)...

The Regional Qutreach Support Net-
work system is eperated at an optimal

* Tevel of Teacher Corps Qutreach pro-
gram support averaging $4,390,000
per year?... ’

Only fifth year projects can “really".

engage in dissemination and a mediun
level of outreach support is provided
for the TCCP, TCOP, and regional pet-
work operations...

Then the "cost" of outreach includes:

The amounts that are ultimately set-
aside (see Table 11, next page} for-
the preparation of local information
materials (ranging from $528,000 to
$1,056,000 annually for 132 projects),

documentation and evalution ($3.3 to
$6.6 million), and validation of the

evidence of effectiveness (from six to
fourteen thousand dollars annually).

H

The total fourth and fifth year project
operating bud?ets (discussed on the
previous page}) and the amounts spent
in years one to three (above) reaching

totals of:
1982 - $17,659,000 to $21,495,000
- 1983 22,984,000 to 26,820,000
- 1984 11,784,000 to 15,620,000
1985 11,834,000 to 15,670,000
17,834,000 to 21,670,000

1986

The total expenditures for Teacher Corps

outreach activities rise to:
1982 - $19,329,000 to $23,165,000
1983 24,654,000 to 28,490,000

1984 - 13,454,000 to 17,290,000
1985 - 13,504,000 to 17,340,000
1986 - 19,504,000 to 23,340,000

The tota) outreach costs rise to (as-
suming an average snnual network cést
of $3,079,000): 4
1982 - $22,408,000 to $26,244,000
1983 27,733,000 to 31,569,000
1984 16,533,000 to 20,369,000
1985 16,583,000 to 20,419,000
1986 22,583,000 to 26,419,000
The total rises.to: -
1982 - $26,798,000 to $30,834,000
1983 32,123,000 to 35,959,000
1984 - 20,923,000 to 24,759,000
1985 - 20,973,000 to 24,809,000
1986 27,973,000 to 30,809,000

Fifth year project grants and support
system projects and networks costs:
1982 - $ 3,034,000 to $ 3,124,000
1983 12,909,000 to 12,999,000
s 1984 10,984,000 to 11,074,000
1985 3,034,000 to 3,124,000
1986 9,034,000 to 9,124,000
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TABLE 11,

Summary of Annusl and Five-Yaar Projacted Cost Estimates for Components of Recolfended Teacher Corps Qutresch System, Fiscal 1982-1986.

Estimatas of annusl costs &re given Fiest

potantisl sdoptars; Project allocetad funds

Outresch Activitizs and Mechanisms

and are followsd by projactions ovar the

Amounts Allocatad Within Program and/or Projact
Funding; Reduire Mo Additions) Appropristions
or Support from Teacher Corps Program Office

Awounts Reduired for Operation That Myst
8¢ Provided by the Teacher Corps Program
and/or Agditional Appropristions

fiva ytar period of 1982 to 1986.

Lavals of Qutrezch Program Supsort

Levals of Outreach Program Support

Hinimm Hedtum Maximum

Hinimm Hadium

) Maximum

Extad 11shment of program outraech parforn-
anca stenderds; Teachar COorps Qutresch Unit
staffing in Person Yaar:

Z F.T.E.
10 F.T.E. '

IFT.E
15 F.1.E.

1 F.T.E
§ F.T.E.

Supervision of Project Outreach Parformance;
subsumed within duties of Program Speciaiists
#nd functions of Regiona] Outiesch Networks

Training of projact personnel for outresch:

Qperations of Teachar Corps
Communications Project (TCCP)

1

380,000
l .’m.@

300.000
1,500,000

Jperstions of Teachar Corps
D1 ffus+on Project (TCOP) ™

1,750,000
8.7%0,000

850,000
4,300,000

Intaraction between groups of projects;
oparations of Regionel OQutreach Support
Networis; range varies dapending upon ratio
of network 3tAFF to projects served

4.329.500
‘.‘52 .m

30.719.000

$ 3.034,000 2o
& 112,000

z' .m.m

Preparztion of 1ocel information matarials;
projects sat-aside funds to produce locel
comunications matarizls

792.000
2,751,000

1,056,000
3.668.000

$  528.000
1.834.00¢

o

praparation of dissemination materials;
projects allocats funds t& Proguce prumot-
jonal. instructional and 3Upport matarials

1,584,000
4.608.000

792.000
z.m .m

1.188,000
3,456,000

Project documentation &1d evaluation of
programs: project program development funds
that contributs to ovarsll outresch potantisl

3.300.000
8,325,000

6.600, 000
16.650.000

. 4,950,000
12.487.500

validation of avidence of effectiveness of
products snd Practices as prescreening for
review by Joint Oissemination Review Penel

14.000
32.000

.‘.m
12.000

..m
18.000

Presentations-st local, state. regional. and
nations]l meetings of sducetional organize.
tioms; projects funds sllocetad for cutrsach

387.500
2.156.250

74,780
4,037.500

“‘ .m
302‘50m

Olssemination of innovative materdsls through
state or federally funded dissemination -
systems; projects zllocate costs

77.500
431.2%0

120,250
657.000

148.750
808.2%

Operstion of dewonstration programs to pro-
vide for axchange and to facilite cholics by

11.450.000
37.755. 000

7.745.000 =={renging up t)--
18.877.500 == (ranging up to)--

Providing on-3its technicel assistancs to
sdoptars of project-daveloped {nnovations;
projacts allocate funds 3 needed

11.490.000
37.755.000

5.74§.m “(ﬁllgil'lg up tﬂ]--
18,877,500 --(renging wp to)--

Commerciz] publication of sffective project

- - -—

devaloped matarials; costs borne by publisher
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Given the large number of variables and three levels of outreach

n

_ Sprort it s easy to see how one can "massage” the data in many wdys and

come up with estimates for Teacher Corps outreéach that range from the as-
tronomic to sums that are virtually nothiﬁg above the fifth vear project
grant award totals intended to support the demonstration and dissemination
year, We have deliberately expanded'the scope of dissemination activity to
include various project functions, such as aocumentation'awﬂgéva]ution, that
are not ordinarily considered as part of an outreach efforf. ‘We have done
this primarily to ensure that the program officials will have some idea of
the scope of "cosﬂgﬁ*invo]ved in preparing for and conducting effective out-
reach programs when they estab]igﬁﬁthe outreéch performance standards for
Teacher Corps projects. A review of all of the recommendations made in this
report arrayed agajnstla summary of the costs, both “"set-aside" and "extra,"
may help define the policy ontions more precisely.

Recommendations Resource Requirements

Beginning in 1982, differential

awards would be made to projects

(see Table 6, page 29,) that would

shift from as little as $1,550,000 .

to as much as $3,500,000 among the

developer/demonstrator and adopter

projects annually; in 1986, however,

roject o?erating costs would exceed *

37.5 million and additional funds
o - would be needed to support project
operations and outreach support
mechanisms.

Differential funding of projects to
establish developer/demnnstrator
_projects, regular/service projects,
and adopter projects to compensate
for variability in the capabilities
of projects to engage in effective
educational knowledge production-
and utilization (KPU).

-

Promulgation ‘of dissemination per-
formance standards for Teacher Corps
projects to establish criteria for.
grant renewal applications at one of
the three levels specified above;
adopter, regular/service, or devel-
oper/demonstrator projects.

Beginning with the grant renewal ap-
plications for fiscal 1982, projects
would be required to provide solid evi-
dence of capabilities for educational
KPU in order to qualify for funding as
as a developer/demonstrator project
{see pages 36-37).




R¥commendat ions

Establishment of 8 Teacher Corps
Washington Qutreach Unit to monitor
oytreach support projects and pro-
vide 1iaison with Federal dissemi-
nation systems.

Teacher Corps Program Specialists

assist projects in making objective
assessments of their potential for
engaging in effective nutreech and

closely monitor the program office
decisions about differential grant

awards to be made to projects.

Establishment of a Teacher Corps
" Communications Project through a
competitive response to a RFP to
provide program-wide information
services (directory, archives, list
of project-developed products and
practices, newsletter, etc.) and
Timited comnunication services to
projects.

Establishment of a Teachér Corps
Diffusion Project, also through
competitive responses to a RFP,

to provide training and techn:cal
assistance to projects in all phases
of school improvement program
planning, development, evaluation,
adaptation, and dissemination.

Establishment of Regional Qutreach
Support Networks through competitive

responses.to an RFP to provide train-

ing and technical assistance to the
Teacter Corps projects in regions
corresponding generaily to the De-
partment of Education regions.

Allocation of project funds to pre-
pare Tocal information materials,

newsletters, art.cles. media re-
leases, etc.

Resource Requirgments

There would be no additional program
office operating funds required if ~

qualified personnel were to be shifted
between existing units or replaced

with Department of Education staffing
1imitations (see pages 37-41).

This activity falls within the scope
of the proJect monitoring responsi-
bility of the Program Specialists and
would not require any aaditional pro- -
gram support (see pages 42-43).!

The estimates- for operating the TCCP,
with funds available in the balapce
between project operating costs and
the anticipated appropriations for
the program from Congress {at least
until 1986), range from $210,000 to
$350,000 annually (see pages 44-45).

The estimates for operating the TCDP,
also within anticipated funding levels
for Teacher Corps through 1985, range
from $1,460,000 in the minimum level
of outreach support downward to
$860,000 in the maximum configuration
when many of tihe TCDP functions would
be performed hy the regional npetworks
(see pages 46-%?).

Funding estimates were calculated only
at the medium and maximum Tevels of
outreach support; when the cost of net- .
works is added to the cost of the TCCP
and TCDP the total exceeds the amount
available within anticipated program

<

~funding levels (see Table 12 below);

costs range from $3,034,000 per year to
$4,452,000 (see pages 48-56).

Performance standards could establish
guidelines for project performance in
local communications and set-aside
amourits would range from $528,000 to
$1,056,000 each year (see pages 57-58).

If_i')

-




\ +
G‘oninendat‘i ons

Allocation of project funds to
prepare promotional, instructional,
and support materials. ’

Allocation of project funds for
documentation and evaluation of
product/practice effectiveness

to provide data on program outcomes
for review afi@ endorsement processes;
provides data on evidence of effec-
tiveness to establish credibility
with potential adopters.

Allocation of project funds to
conduct validation of evidence
of effectiveness of products and
practices as prescreening for
review by Joint Dissemination
Review Panel! (JDRP).

Allocation of project funds to make
presentations at local, state, and
national meetings of educational
organizations and publication in
professional journals, etc.;
channels for sharing information
about project-developed innovations
with national audiences.

Allocation of project funds for
the dissemination of innovative
materials through state or federally
funded dissemination systems.

LY
L

A

Resource Requirements - L

While there would be considerable
variation in the requirements for
these sorts of dissemination mate-
rials, Teacher Corps outreach per-
formance standards could prescribe
minimum requirements; set-asides

(from fourth and fifth year budgets
of projects) would range from $792,000
g?)$1,188,000 annually (see pages 59-

Although documéhtation and evaluation -
are nomally considered part of the
program development functjon, their .
importance to outreach makes thenm,

in our estimate, a part of the per-
formance standards requirements; cost
estimates (from second and third year .
budgets of projects) for staff salaries
and technical assistance range from
$3,300,000 to $6,600,000 per year
(see pages 62-64).

-8ecause there have been so few Teacher

Corps products submitted to the JDRP
we have estimated a Tow level of need
to utilize fifth year project funds
for validation; the annual cost esti-
mates rangé from $6,000 to $14,000
(see pages 65-67).

Qutreach performance standards could

provide projects with guidelines on
the importance of sharing information
and setting aside part of the funds
shifted among projects; estimates
range from $743,750 down to $387,500
(decline is due to reduction in level
of differential funding shiits at
higher levels of outreach program
support) each year (see pages 68-70).

As with the component above projects
would be expected to set aside funds
to make use of available outreach
agencies ranging from $148,750 and
declining (as above) to $77,500 (see
pages 71-72).




Recommendations

Allocation of project funds to

operate demonstration programs
{classrooms, inservice centers;

.etc..} to provide for exchange of
fnformation and to facilitate -~
choice by potential adopters.

-

Allocation of project resources

to provide on-site technical as-
sistance to adopters in the imple-
mentation of project-developed
products and practices.

Project utilization of commercial
publishing firms for project-

developed materials that have the
necessary market appeal qualities.

Careful case-by-case scrutiny of
the applications for developer/
demonstrator grant funding by
LEA-based Teacher Corps projects.

>

Consideration of limiting eligibility
for proposals for establishing and
operating the Teacher Corps Diffusion
Project to educational agé€ncies that
were located in the southeastern.part
of the U.S. where there is at present
only one Teacher Corp project that
would likely be eligible fo - support
as a developer/deémonstrator project.

- . Resource Requirements

While there wWill be at variation -
among projects in their-needs to set
up demonstration facilitates the
annual cost estimates were calculated
on the basis of 30 to 60 percent of
the total amounts of fourth and fifth
year operating budgets and range from
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 each year
(see pages 73-75).

The cost estimates for this compOnent
were determined in the sage way as
the one above and are equivalent,
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 annually
(see pages 76-77}.

There would be no Teacher Corps funds
required for distribution of project-
developed materials through commercial
publishing nouses (see page 70).

This activity represents“ﬂéﬁermal pro-
gram staff function in making determi-
nations for differential grant awards
and involves no special cost require-
ments (see pages 79-81}).

Again,” this activity is a normal
Teacher Corps program staff function
and would involve no additional costs
(see pages 81-83). :

In the final analysis--to be made by the Teacher Corps Hash1ngt0n program

office~-the options we have discussed come down to three basic pol1cy dec1s10ns

° Whether or not to establish a system of differential
funding among projects to put additional resources at
the disposal of projects most-1ikely to develop effective
programs and seek to disseminate them to nat10na1

audiences

° Whether or not to establish outreach performance standards

for Teacher Corps projects that

prescribe the allocation of

project operating funds for specified outreach activities
.. throughout the 1ife of the project; and

| 101
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© % Whether or not to-qti]ize available program funds
(or seek additional appropriations) to establish
outreach support projects, the TCCP, the TCODP, and

regional networks.

Table 12, next page. provides a comparison of the estimated costs of oper—

ating the outreach support system meehanisms with estimates of avai]ab]e
program funds for fiscal years 1982-1985:

? The estimated costs for establishing and operating
‘the two support projects, the TCCP”and the TCODP,
are from Table 11,
_ O -
The costs of operating the regional networks are from
the summary of calculations for each year from page 55,

The estimates of funds available for program support
services are from Table 5 (page 27).

Project operating requiremerts in. 1986 exceed the

$37.5 million level of funding assumed in all previous

calcul ations,
Though there are obviously shortfa]]s between the amounts suggested for opera-
ting the outreach mechan1s;s { for example, $639,000 in the medi um level of
outreach support in f1scal year 1982) and the amaunts ant1cipated as be1ng
available in each year, we do not think that the amounts are really unmanage-
able. It can also be seen that, fn each year, the minimum outreach system
configuration would Teave some money available for support of some form of
infonnatidn sharing or networking activities, If the Teacher Corps program
office should deciae to invest program resources in outreach support projects
and some system of regional networks then it becomes a.problem of finding
sufficjent funds,frun within the amounts qppropriated’or of obtaining addi-
tional funding., The policy question to be answered is whether or not the
effects on project outreach capabilities that can be anticipated from such

support mechanisms justify the amount of program resources invested 1q them,

We think that in this report we have established that (1) many Teacher Corps
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pro;ects have & real need for training and technical. assistance in eYen some

of the most basfc aspects of edhcatfona?'outreach lz) there are prQJects

‘with the capabilities and commitment to educational D&U that could provide
. such assistance to the projects with, less capabil%ty. and (3) it w111 take

TABLE.12,

S

Comparison of Costs of. Operating Teacher Corps Oﬂtreach
+  Support Projects and Networks with Estimates of
Available Program Funding Levels, 1982-1985

Levels of Outreach Program Support
Medium’

]
Minimum 7 Maximum

FISCAL YEAR 1982 ,
Cost of operating TCCP and TCOP

Cost of operating regional networks

Amount of program funds available

$ 1,670,000

5,425,000

2,050,000
4,014,000

" 5,426,000

1,250,000
5,762,000
5,424,000 Y

Offference between .0s%s/available,funds

3,755,000

(639,000)

(1,588,000)

{FISCAL YEAR‘1983

Cost of operating TCCP and TCDP
Cost of operating regional networks

Amount of program funds available

1;670,000

3,350,000

2,050,000

4,946,000

3,350,000

1,250,000
7,102,000
3,350,000

Oifference Between costs/favailable funds

1,680,000 -

(3,649,000)

(3,677,000)

ISCAL YEAR 1984
Cost of operating TCCP and TCOP

Cost of operating regional networks

1,670,000

4,550,000

2,050,000
4,036,000

" 4,550,000

1,250,000
5,795,000
4,550,000

Amount of progran funds available
“0ifference between costs/availabte funds

2,880,000

{1,536,000) -

(2,495,000)

IFISCAL: YEAR 1985

Costs of operating TGCP and TCOP
Cost of operating regional networks

Amount of . program funds available Y

1,670,000

4,500,000

2,050,000
3,734,000
4,500,000

1,250,000
5,360,000
4,500,000

" Offference between costs/available funds

2,830,000

*

(1,284,000)

(2,110,600

’
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some system ef management tg.coordinate such interactfion among projects.
We recommend that the Teecher Corps program officials give careful attentioq
to the cost-benefit potential ofla comprehensive outreach system such es ,;
that envieioned in our.maximum'oetreach seeport configuratfon in compaﬁiépn
to thefeare-bones-model that is represented in ihe minimum level program.
The attainment of .the goals specffied 1nlthe underlying premises (pages 30
“and 31) of our analyses will require the allocation ofu}eacher Corps resources

somewhere within the scope of the alternatives we have developed in this

report.

Final Comments 'i

u _ : .
Earlier in this report we rajsed a spector in the form of some "dire

predictions" of what mighE be expected in the way of Teacher'Corps outreach
achievement {f projects were to be left witﬂout any form of stimulation orl
external support for deﬁonstration and dissemination. We hypothesized an
approximatel} even three-way split among projects in terms of putential
capability for developing and {mplementing effective programs of school
improvement and educational persohnel development. We feresaw about a tﬁird =
-~ of all projects able to develop and disseminate effective erdgrams. about a
' third eapable of serving their local cemmunities adequa;ely,‘an& another
third lacking in the capabilities'for both effective program development end
outreach. We were not optimistic, however, that many of even the most hiéhly
capable projects would rise toLthe challenge of dissemihation without some,
_form of external stimulation and additkoneL'reeources. ‘
We did not follow the advice of a feu;ofrpur advisors/reviewers that we
should recommend soﬁe really severe‘means for impre‘ing the overall Eapability
of the Teachergforps to achieve its demonstration/dissemination mandate. ‘bne_

person suggested that we devise some foem of administrative sorting of projects

Ly
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into categories of potenf;al for effective putreach based upon the battle-
fiead medical practice of triage in which priorities are established to
determine who is to survive and who is to go untreater. That seemed un-
'}easonable to us but we'd{ﬁ bﬁi]d upon the notion of dif?erentia] tféatment”
in constructing the system of variable grant awards for developer/demonstrator
projects, regular/service projects, and adopter projects. Our assumptions
that about one-third of 211 Teacher Corps projects fall %nto each of these
categories, g{ven the evidence we have exam%ned, seem reasonable, but they may

also be wro?g.

K

It may just turn out that only ten or twenty percent o%xthe Teacher

Corps projects would be willing to undertake the kinﬁ of comprehensive edu-
cational R&D and D& efforts that we defined as sufficient for fﬁhding as a
developer/demonstrator project. On the other hand, half or more of the
projects might present substantial e@idence of commitment to wide-ranging
dissemination efforts. 1In either case the formu]as we have devised for dif-
ferential funding would have to be altered fo accompl ish, equitable funding
of proJects within the guidelines for variable granp awérds.

Whichever way the system of differential grant.awards for Teacher Corps
projects develops {or does not develop) one problem remains that we have not
addressed in any detail in this paper; what means are there to support continued
outreach by thg really excéﬁt?on&l profects that cannot af%brd to operate demon-
stration centers or provide technical assistance to adopters after their grants
have run out? We suégesb that the Teacher Corps Outreach Uﬁit devote atteﬁtion
early-on to a-couple of possibilities (in additionipo funding through the »

National Diffusion Network. These are:
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® Working in the OERI dissémination structure to seek

means to establish a program, similar to the Technical
Assistance Base project that provided training for NDN

developer/demonstrator projects, that would provide as-
sistance to IHEs and LEAs engaged in collaborative efforts
to implement school improvement and/ur educational per-

sonnel development programs;

Establish a cadre of technical assistance specialists who
could work through the TCDP to help Teacher Corps projects
and other educational agencies on an at-cost basis.

However the problem is solved, it is important that it be addressed so that

the truly exceptional products and practices are not lost to the educational

clear to us, are the right program support service at the right time.
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
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Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION I, Boston, MA

,LOCATION
OF
PROJECT

DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH

MIDDLE

LOW

KPU Centers
Other Outstanding

KPU Actives

Unu;ual Producers

Middle Range

Non Producers

Connecpicut {2)

University of Connecticut*
Windham Public Schools

University of Hartford -
Hartford Pubiic Schools

Maine (1)

University of Maine at Orono
.01d Town School System

Massachusetts (4)

Boston State College
Boston Public Schools

Lesley College _
Lowell Public Schools

Northeastern University
Boston Public Schools

- University of Massachusetts at
Amherst
Worcester Public Schools

- New Hampshire (1)

Keene State Col]ége
Fall Mountain Regional School
. District

Rhode Island (1)

Rhode Island College
Pawtucket School Department




LOcATION | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF T on ] ootE | Low

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

Middlie Range
Non Producers

KPU Centers °
KPU Actives

REGION I (continued)
o~

Vermont (1)

University of Vermont
Montpelier Public Schools.

Other Qutstanding
Unysual Producers

REGIONAL TOTALS  (10)
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Aterisk--*--indicates projects
i...t contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION II, New York, NY

LOCATION
OF -

. PROJECT

PIRECTOR

INDEX OF THE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE] LOW

KPU Centers
Other Onistanding_

Middle Range
lL.ow Range
Non Producers

KPU Actives
Unusual Producers

New Jersey (3)

" Kean College of New Jersey

Passaic Public Schools

Rutgers University Graduate
School of Education*

New Jersey State Department
of Education

Trenton State College*
Trenton Public Schools

New York (9)

Bank Street College of Education
District 2 Manhattan Public
Schools

City College of New York*
Office of Bilingual Education
and Community School District 7

Fordham University*
Community School District flO

Hofstra University*
Westbury Unified School District

Hunter College

" Community School District #4

Nazareth College _
Rochester City School District

New York University
School District 13

Queens College
Community School D1str1ct #5

State University Col]ege at
Buffalo ™
Buffalo Public Schools
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AND STATES |
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REGION II (continued)

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE{ LOW

Middle Range
Non Producers

KP{y Actives

KPU Centers
Unusual Producers -

Puerto Rico (1)

University of Puerto Rico
Department of Instruction.

Other Qutstanding

Virgin Islands (1)

College of The Virgin Islands
Virgin Islands Department of
Education

REGIONAL TOTALS (14)
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PROJECT

DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH'

MIDDLE

" AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates proaects
that contributed usable data to

Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION III, Philadelphia, PA

-
L
-

KPY) Centers

KPU Acttves

Unusual Producers
Middle Range

L OW

Non Producers

Delaware (1)

Cheyney State College
New Castle County School Distric

Other Outstanding

Oistrict of Columbia (1)

Howard University*”
Washington D.C. Public Schools

Maryland (2)

University of Maryland
Charles County Public Schools

University of Maryland Baltimore
County

Baltimore City Public School
System

Pennsylvania (6)

Beaver College

School District of Philadelphia
Lehigh University -
Allentown School District

Pennsylvania State University
Keystone Central School District

Temple University
School Digtrict of Philadelphia

University of Pittsburgh
School District of Pittsburgh

Villanova University*‘
Interboro School District
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REGION III (continued) °*

LOCATION
OF

PROJECT

DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCT)VITY

HIGH

LOW

KPU Actives

MIDDLE

Middle Range

Non Producers

Low Range

virginia (4)
Norfolk State College
Norfolk Public Schools

Trinity College*
Arlington. Public Schools

Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University
Wise County Schools

Virginia State University
Surry County Public Schools

KPU Centers

Other Qutstanding

LUnusual Producers

West Virginia (1)

West Virginia Univeristy*
Kanawha County Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (15)
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AL
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O R I

Non Producers

(Asterisk--*--{indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

Unusual Pro&ucers

KPU Centers
Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives
Middle Range

Low Range

REGION 1V, Atlanta, Georgia

Y T

Alabama (4)

Auburn University at Montgomery™
~ Montgomery Public Schools :

Miles College
Jefferson County Board of
Education

University of Montevallo
Talladega County Board of
Education

University of South Alabama*
Mobile County Public School
System

Florida (3)

Florida International University
Dade County Public Schools

University of North Florida*
Saint Johns County School
District

University of West Florida*
Okaloosa County Schools

Georgia (2)

Atlanta University*
Atlanta Public Schaols

West Georgia College
Carroll County School System

Kentucky (2)

Murray State University*
Henry County Public Schools




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS
ANO STATES

(Asterisk-- *--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Proiects At Work)

REGION IV (continued)

LOCATION
'OF
PROJECT

OIRECTOR {

INOEX OF IHE PROOUCTIVITY

HIGH

MIOOLE

LOW

KPU CenteES

Other Qutstanding

KPU Actives

Unusual Producers
Middle Range

'Lew Range

Non Producers

L]

Western Kentucky University
Jefferson County Schools

Mississippi (3)

Jackson State University
Jackson Municipal School System

Mississippi Valley State
University*
Humphreys County School O1struct

University of Southern . YN

Mississippi-
South Pike County School 01str1ct

North Carolina (2)

University of North Carollna
at Greensboro

University of North Carolina
at Wilmington
Pender County School System

‘South Carolina (2)

Francis Marion College
Lee County Schools

University of South Carolina
‘Richland County School

Tennessee (2)

Austin Peay State Unqversit}
Clarksville-Montgomery School
System )

Memphis State University*
Memphis City Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (20)
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(Asterisk--*--indicates projects Eiwl 8| £: 2 08
that contributed usable data to 235~ =28
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) , i &8 2|8 &
- 25|22 |z5is
REGION V, Chicago, Illinois ' | IHE | LEA,| 2 :©: 2|3 =(3: 2
Ve Illinois  (6) ~ Dot '
Chicago State University X : X : -
Posen-Robbins School District ‘ P TIN :
: Governors State University X P X
' }  West Harvey School District 47 - SO .
I1linois State University : oo
Joliet Township High School X Y §
District 204 P
Northeastern I11inois University Lo 7 : :
Chicago Board of Education X : P : "X
- , D'iStr"i(_:t 9 & : .
Roosevelt Un'iver'sity* , X T .o : XE -
. Chicago Public Schools . . P : o
Southern I114nois Oniverdity* |[-. | . [~ & + | & 7 =
Cahokia Unit School District X - :or X : P
#187 - ‘ s : S I}
. . A - &
Indiana  (2) % I |
Indiana University ~ X X :
Indiana Girl's School : . .
Indiana University ‘ X _ X Pl :
Indianapolis Public Schools Pt ; L
| Michigan (3) L _ :
| Michigan State University* X X L 4 : .
Lansing School District- ' 0 : - : :
F* s :
Oakland University* X : SRR : )
Farmington Public Schools SR ot : .
Western Michigan University - | S % : :
Battle Creek Public School -. :




LOCATION | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS | prrector

AND STATES

IR

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects.
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Centers
INon Producers

ovv1--v--vv

Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives

Unusual Producers

Middle Range

REGION V (continued)

" Minnesota (1)

Uniﬁersity of Minnesota
* Saint Paul Public Schools

wie ) 7.
‘Ashland College
" Lorain City Schools

Baldwin-Wallace College
Cleveland Public Schcol D1str1ct

" Kent State University
Akron Public Schools

Ohio State University*
South-Western City School
District

University of Toledo
Springfield Local Schools

Wright State University
Trotwood-Madison City School
District

Youngstown State University
Youngstown Public Schools -

A

Wisconsin (3)

_ University of ﬁiscon;in at
Madison
Menominee Indian School District

Un1versit1\9f Wisconsin at
Oshkosh*
Berlin Area Pub11c Schools

University of Wisconsin at
Superior
Hayward Commun1ty Schools

REGTONAL TOTALS (22)




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION VI, Dallas, Texas

HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

KPU.F?nters
KPU Actives
Middle Range
Non Producers

Other Qutstanding
Low Range

Unusual Producers

Arkansas (1)

University of Arkansas at Pine
Bluff
Pine Bluff Public School District

1

Louisiana (3)

Grambling State University*
Natchitoches Parish School System

Southern University
Iberville Parish School Board

University of New Orleans*
New Orleans Public Schools

New Mexico (1)

University of New Mexico
Chama Valley School District 19

Oklahoma (2)

Central State University
Oklahoma City Pubiic Schools

Oklahoma State University
Shawnee Public Schools

Texas (10)

Laredo State Universft}
Laredo Independent School
District

- Prairie View A&M University
Waller Independent School
District '

North Texas State University
Dpallas Independent School
District




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES ‘
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

"REGION VI (continued)

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

KPU Centers

KPU Actives
Middle Range
Low Range

Non Producers

Other Qutstanding
Unusual Producers

Séfnt Edwards University, Inc.
Ben Bolt/Palito Blanco
Independent School District

Texas Christian University
Fort Worth Independent School
*District '

Texas Southern University
North Forest Independent School
District

Texas Tech University*
Lubbock Independent School
Oistrict

Trinity University
Edgewood Independent School
District

Unﬁversity of Hpnston*
Houston Independent School
District '

University of Texas at E1 Paso
Canutillo Independent School
District

REGIONAL TOTALS (17)
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” LocATIoN | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY
TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY oF e 1 vione] Lon

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS | pDIRECTOR

AND STATES

«{Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Actives
Middie Range
Non Producers

REGION VII, Kansas City, Missourt

Other Qutstanding

KPU- Centers

Unusual Producers

Towa (1)

Drake University* .
Des Moines Independent Community
School District

Kansas (1)

University of Kansas
Unified School District #101

Missouri (2}

Avila College
Kansas City Public Schools

Safnt Louis University*
Saint Louis Public Schools

Nebraska (2)

University of Nebraska at Lincoin
Lincoln Public Schools

University of Nebraska at Omaha
Omaha Publ®ic Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (6)
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF o | wiooe] Lon

. PROJEC
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS | piRCGIOR

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Centers
Middle Range
Non Producers

Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives
Unusual Producers

REGION VIII, Denver, CO

Colorado ()

Colorado State University*
Fort Lupton Public Schoois

Montana (2)

[ Eastern Montana College
Lame Deer Public Schools

University of Montana .
Browning Public Schools
District #9

North Dakota (1)

University or North Dakota
Turtle Mountain Community Schools

South Dakota (1)

Black Hills State College*
Little Wound School

Utah (1)

Weber State College
Utah State Unjversity @
Ogden School District

Wyoming (1)

University of Hybming
Arapahoe School District #38

REGIONAL .TOTALS {7)

@ Two universities sharing IHE function; project director is focated
" at Weber State Coliege; Utah State is counted for productivity of SCDE.
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIDN REGIDNS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGIDN IX,San Francisco, CA

LDCATIDN
DF
PRDJECT
DIRECTDR

INDEX DF IHE PRDDUCTIVITY

1

HIGH MIDDLE | LDW

KPU Centers
Middle Range
Non Producers

Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives

Arizona (2)

Arizona State University
Phoenix Union High School System

Northern Arizona University*
Leupp Boarding School
Kaibeto Boarding School

Unusual Producers

California (1D)

California State College
at Stanislaus
Stockton Unified School District

California State College
at San Bernardino
Redlands Unified School District

California State College
at Hayward
New Haven Unified School District

California State Un{versity
at Sacramento
San Juan Unified School District

Dominican College*
Vallejo City Unified School
District

Laverne University
Rowland Unified School District

San Diego State University
San Diego Unified School District

San Francisco State University

Berkeley Unified School District .




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
rl AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION IX (Continued)

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE | LOW

KPU Actives
Middie Range
Non Producers

KPU Centers
Other Outstanding

Unusual Producers

Stanford University ,
San Jose Unified School Oistrict

University of California
at Berkeley
Oakland Unified School District

Hawaii (1)

University of Hawaii*
Hawaii State Department of
Education

Nevada (1)

University of Nevada at Las Vegas
Nye County School District

American Samoa (1)

American Samoa Community College
Department of Education

Guam (1)

University of Guam
Guam Department of Education

REGIONAL TOTALS (16)




‘TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DkPARTMfNT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicdtes projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION X, Seattle, WA

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

LN

Other Outstanding
KPU Actives
Middle Range

Low Range

Non Producers

¥PU Centers

Alaska (1}

University of Alaska*
Alaska Department of Education

Unusual Producers

1daho (1)

1daho State University*
Pocatello School District #25

Oregon (1)

University of Oregon
Eugene School District 4J

Washington (2)

Western Washington University*
Arlington School District

Washington State University*
Pasco School District

REGIONAL TOTALS (5)




APPENDIX B

ADVISORS AND REVIEWERS




James E. Anderson
Professor of Education
University of Houston

Georgianna Appignani*
Dean .
Kean College of New Jersey

Richard Brickley
Project Director

Research and Information
Services for Education (RISE)

John Brown
Executive Secretary

Midwest Teacher Corps Network

Carolyn S. Cates*
Associate Program Manager

Educational Dissemipation
Studies Program

Far West Laboratory for Educationa]
Research and Development

John Clagett
Executive Secretary
Rocky Mountain Teacher Corps Network

David L. Clark*
Professor of Education
Indiana University

David P. Crandall
Executive Director
The NETWORK, Inc.

David Darland
Associate Director - Ipstruction
and Professional Development

National Education Association

John A. Emrick
President
John A. Emrick and Associates

Patricia Estrada*
Site Coordinator/Team Leader
Teacher Corps Project
California State College at
San Bernardino
Redlands Unified School District

* Reviewed draft of report

Gene E. Hall '

Director, Research on Concerns-
Based Adoption Project

The Research and Development

Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

Susan Harris
Senior Research Assocfate

Study of Dissemination Efforts
Supporting School Improvement
The NETWORK, Inc.

Ronald G. Havelock

Director

Krowledge Transfer Institute
fmerican University

RosTyn Herman

Associate in Educational Services
New York State United Teachers

Paul D. Hood*

. Program Director

Educational Dissemination.
Studies Program :

Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development

Burnett Joiner
Executive Secretary
Southeast Teacher Corps Netwo?k

Beverly Kelton

Director, Teacher Corps
The University of Hartford

Samuel R. Keys
Professor of Education
Kansas State University

Karen Seashore Louis
Principal Investigator
Abt Associates, Inc.

Dorem L. Madey

Senior Research Analyst

National Testing Servic
Research Corporation




Sara Massey

Executive Secretary
New England Teacher Corps Network

Diane H. Mclntyre*

Project Director

ED Materials/Support Center

Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development

usan L. Melnick
ssistant Professor

Michigan State University

Matthew B. Miles
Senior Research Associate
Center for Policy Research

Charles Mojkowski *

Consul tant .
Educational Consulting Service

Lee Morris
Exetutive Secretary

Southwest Teacher Corps Network

Robert Mortensen
Executive Secretary
Plains Teacher Corps Network

Charles New

Executive Secretary
Midsouth Teacher Corps Network

* Reviewed draft of report

Ruben 0livirez
Executfive Secretary

Texas Teacher Corps Network

Susan M. Peterson
Senior Associate )
John A. Emrick‘and Associates

Martin Ryder

Executive Secretary
Mid-Atlantic Tedcher Corps Network

John A. Savage
Staff Associate
New York Teacher Corps Network

Charles Thompson
Study Manager

Study of Dissemination Efforts

rting School Improvement
The fo TWORK , Inc P

Paul Walker
Executive Secretary
Far West Teacher Corps Network

John R. Willjams*
Executive Secretary
California Teacher Co.ps Network

Vivienne Williams

" Executive Secretary

Youth Advocacy Projects Loop




e SP 016 8§26

(@)
¢

ALf%RNATIVE PROJECTIONS OF
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS
FOR TEACHER CORPS
INFORMATION SHARING AND OISSEMINATION

James S. Eckenrod
4 with

Suzanne Hering and Fred Rosenau

Teacher Corps Dissemination Project

. 20 August 1980
,zr)irevised 1 October 1980}

(W) FAR WEST LABORATORY 3"6%% %mmm

1124




This project has been supported with Federal funds
from the Department of Education, under contract
number 300-78-0564. The contents of this publi-
cation do not necessarily reflect the views or
policies of the Department of Education or the

Far West Laboratory for Educational Rq;earch and
Development, nor does mention of trade names, -
commercial products, or organizations imply en-
dorsement by the U.S. Government or the Laboratory.

4




TABLE OF CONTENTS

CONCERNS ABOUT TEACHER CORPS OUTREACH
ASSUMPTTONS AND PREMISES
OUTREACH SYSTEM COMPONENTS

1. Establishment of Teacher Corps Program Outreach
Performance Standards

Sﬁpervisfon of Project OQutreach Performance
Training of Project ﬁersonne]

Interaction Betweenkﬁroups of Projects _
Preparation of Local Information Materials

Preparation of Promot1ona1, Instructional, and Support
Materials

Documentation and Evaluation to Provide Oata on Evidence .
of Effectiveness of Products/Practices

Validation of Evidence of Effectiveness of Products and
Practices

Presentations at Local, State, Regional, and National
Meetings _

Qissemination of Innovative Materials Through State or ’
Federally Funded Oissemination Systems ‘

Operation of Demonstration Programs . . « . % v o v o . .

Prov1d1ng On-Site Techn1ca1 Assistance

Commercial Publication of Effective Proaect Deve10ped
Materials :




TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont'd.)

.TWO COMPOUNDING PROBLEMS
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

REFERENCES

4 APPENDIX A: TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
N REGIONS AND STATES

~APPENDIX B: ADVISORS AND REVIENERS

1] 35




LIST OF TABLES

Results of January 1980 Request for Information
from Teacher Corps Projects

Response of Teacher Corps Project Personnel to
Opportunity to Participate in Dissemination Round-
table Discussion at Three Regional Conferences

Hypothetical Percentage Distribution of Teacher Corps
Projects by Resources for and Institutional Commitment
to Educational Dissemination and Utilization

Number of Teacher Corps Projects in Each Department of
Education Region Classified by Index of Productivity;
Categories from Clark and Guba (1977) and data from
Clark (1978}

Authorized, Estimated, and Recommended Levels of
Teacher Corps Project Funding

Recommended Differential Project Funding, 1982-86
(In Thousands of Dollars)

Dissemination Activities and Mechanisms Considered
Essential and/or Optional for Different Levels
of Teacher Corps Outreach Support

Number of Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support
Network Professional Staff Personnel in Ratios of
1:15 and 1:10 to the Number of Projects in Three
Configurations of Department of Education Regions . . .

- Range of Potential Expenditures from Teacher Corps
Project Budgets for Operation of Demonstration
Centers: Fiscal Year 1983. Percents are of
Amounts Recommended for D1fferentia1 Funding in
Table 6.

Teacher Corps Projects with Directors Located in
Local Education Agency (LEA) by Productiv1ty of
Institution of Higher Education (IHE) in Each
Department of Education Region




LIST OF TABLES (cont'd.)

TABLE 11: Summary of Annual and Five-Year Projected Cost
'Estimates for. Components of Recommended Teacher
Corps Dutreach System, Fiscal 1982-1986

‘TABLE 12: Comparison of Costs of Dperating Teacher Corps
Dutreach Support Projects and Networks with
Estimates of Available Program Funding Levels,

1982-1985

LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1: Oistribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Ten ED
Regions

FIGURE 2: Oistribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Eight
Regions . . . . . . + v v ¢ o o « & e e e e e e . 53

FIGURE 3: Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Six
Regions

FIGURE 4: Teacher Corps Projects With High Levels of
Educational R&D Productivity




PREFACE

The Teacher Corps program was established in 1965 to strengthen the
educational opportunities available to ciildren in areas having concentra-
tions of low-income families, to encourage colleges and universities to
broaden their programs of teacher prepration, and to encourage institutions
of higher education and local educational agencies to improve programs of

‘Mp;ainfﬁb and retraining for teachers and teacher aides. Améng the new
directions charted for the program by the Educatioh'Amendments of'19?6
was a greater focus on demonstration, documentation, institutionalization,
and dissemination ?f the results of Teacher Corps projects. This report
’deals with program policy alternatives for improving the dissemination of
project-developed products, practices, and processes to educational agencies
and institutions.

In October of 1978 the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research

and Developrnent negotiated a contract with the Teacher Corps program to:

® Study the operations projects, the regiona?! networks, and
the support agencies that made up the program;

Design and pilot test mechanisms to improve 1nformat1on
sharing among the projects; )

Deve]op a set of procedures for educational produdt review

and validation that would receive consensus approval by the

Executive Secretaries of the twelve regional networks; and

Provide recommendations to the Teacher Corps program office

on policy alternatives for establishing and operating dis-

semination or outreach mechanisms.

This report addresses the contract requirement that the Teacher Corps

Dissemination Project design and test an information sharing system for
Teacher Corps projects to exchange information aboht products, practices,. .

and other outputs. The Request forlProposal to which the Laboratory




responded specifies that we provide three alternative projections of res
source reguirements for maintaining efficient operation of the information
sharing syséem over a five-year period at minimum, middle, and maximum
levels. The RFP also stated that the system,désign make use of mechanisms
that couid be sustained using a]ﬁeady existing features of the Teacher
Corps organization,

In the months since October 1978, when the Laboratory project was
initiated, we reached agreement wifh our Teacher Corps project monitors on
defail;d specifications for this report. In a memorandum of 6 December 1979

_ from James S. Eckenrod, of this project, to Susan L. Melnick, then of the
Teacher Corps Washington program office, the content of this report was
del ineated as folTows:

I.4: Projection of Resources Needed to Maintain Internal
Information Sharing System for Five Years

This will be a technical report that will include projection

data for both the internal and external systems. We will

have a preliminary draft of this gdocument ready for review

by members of our Advisory Panel and consultants in dissemi-

nation by 1 June 1980, and will incorporate their suggestions

for making the document a useful policy planning tool for

Teacher' Corps.

This repoft, then, consolidates data on projected resource require-
ments for the self-sustained operation of both design components of
the original RFP, an internal information sharing system and an external
external validation/dissemination system, for policy-level analysis
by the Teacher Corps program office. We have taken this approach because,

as the project has evolved, we came to regard the separation of the two

components as an unwieldy artifact of the RFP that did not sufficiept]y

attend to the overlap in the two outreach’ processes.




A second technical report on projections for outreach resource re-
quirements (originain intended to deal only with the validation/dissemi-
nation system) will be prepared for delivery by 10 March 1981. The
intervening time will (1) enable us to reflect upon the reponses to this
paper from the Teacher Corps Washington program staff and (2) enable ys to
take into account any organizational shifts of dissemination agencies and
activities within the Department of Education, in particular in the Office
of Educational Research and Improvement, that are likely to occur in the
next few months.

We are pleased to acknbwledge the generous contributions to the prepa-
ration of the report of members of our project Advisory Panel, an additional
panel of special;sts in educational knowledge production and utilization
interviewed during April 1980 American Educational Research Association
meetings in Boston, the Executive Secretaries of the Teacher Cogps regional
networks, and several of our colleagues at the Far West Laboratory. }he
names of these persons who shared with us the benefits of their knowledge
of educational change, expressed their judgment about the future of Teacher
Corps, or reviewed earlier drafts’of the paper are all contained in Appgndix

B. Each one contributed in some important way to'the analyses, writing,

and recommendations; but only we can accept responsibility for the final

product.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since we initiated the work of the Teacher Corps Dissemination Project
at the Far West Laboratory in October of 1978, we have had some difficulty
in specifying the scopelof our work, in part, we believe, because of the
fact that Teacher Corps, as an educational program undergoing rapid structura)
change, has not yet established outreach goals for the program or performance
standards for indiui&ual projects. The challenge of implementing new program
Rules and Regulations, the problems associated with program funding for fisca)
year 1980-81, and shifts in program leadership in the midst of the transition
to the new Department of Education have all hpparently combined to prevent the
formulation of program diffusion policy. The dilemma that this situation poses
for us in the tagk of projecting resources neediu to support the new program
emphasis on demonstration, documentation, institutionalization, and dissemi-.
nation of the results of Teacher Corps projects is that we have no concrete
guide) ines regarding the scale of the outreach effort that Teacher Corps wants
or expects.

Consequently, we have had to approach the study of the potential for edu-
cational diffusion by the Teacher Corps in a rather abstract, hypothetical mode.
We have sought to collect as much personal, first-hand information about the
operations of Teacher Corps projects as we could to have a reasonably concrete

base for our speculations. We have observed projects in their Jocal school

and community settings, probed their interactions in the regional network con-

figurations, and asked them to provide us with information about their outreach
activities and intentions. The results of our study of the current state of
capability and readiness of Teacher Corps projects to undertake effective edu-

cational dissemipation activities are not generally positive. In general, we
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found very 1ittle current interest in or evidence of serious preparation

for outreach by Teacher Corps projects.

These findings have been shared with several specialists in educationa]l

knowledge production and utilization, some of whom have had experience in
various Teacher Corps activities, and with educators currently associated with
Teacher Corps projects, networks, or suppo?t services. We have encountered
some strong differences of opinion about the potential of the Teacher Corps .
for making substantial contributions to school improvement and educational
personnel development programs nationally. Our anmalysis of alternatives for
"investing" Teacher Corps program resources in outreach support projects,
networks of projects, and the 1ike has been done in the midst of an ideologi-
cal split among our advisors about the most effective goals and means for
achieving pfogram outreach. We have encountered strong advocates of the
traditionél Teacher Corps emphasis on service to Tocal schools in opposition
to those who would emphasize the program "mandate” to become a demonstration

. program. We find persons who argue that Teacher Corps shou]d'rely on existing

’ Departmeni of Education diffusion systems rather than create (or maintain)
outreach support mechanisms that--depending on the bias of the person--would
either‘(l) cut into the local service program development capabilities of
projects or (2) be Targely wasted anyway because of the lack of commitment to
or capability of the projects for outreach in thelfirst place.

Treadiﬁg as lightly as possible between the different ideological and
Political viewpoints of the Teacher Coéps we set out to develop a set of
assumptions about the "directions” that the program might take in the next few
years so that we could coﬁceptua]ize some "likely futures.” From these we
formulated a set of "if-then” propositions as premises fgr the task of pro-

jecting (or forecasting) the resources that would be necessary to support
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program outreach activities at minimum, middle, and maximum levels over a five-

year period.

One of the most 1ﬁbortant conclusions we came to was that the varfability

among Teacher Corps projects in their capabilities for educational knowledge -

production and utilization would {1} Tikely reduce the overall achievement of

Teacher Corps program outreach, tf equity in the level of project funding were
to be continued, but could (2) serve, with a fjstem of 'differential grant
funding based on variability, to {a) increase the likelihood that the most
productive projects would engage in outreach and {b) make possible the improve-
ment of the capability of all projects to provide effective school improvement
program servicef through a systeh of collaborative interaction among developer/
demonstrator projects and adopter projects. Of course, the "a" and "b"
altérnatives suggest another instance of policy priority-setting that must be
accompl ished; How much program‘effort'gogg for "outside” dissemination and how
much goes for "inside” capability bui]d;;ﬁ?

Ne.began to regard the situation as something pf a classic conunarum. a

puzzle which as Webster indicates could only have a conjectural answer. But

~

our professional commitment led us to grapple further with the myriad of
factors we had set out to analyze as objectively as possible. We had to make

the best judgments we could about several perplexing problems.

On one hand:

Nearly one-third of all Teacher
Corp projects have IHE components
that have been ranked highly 1in
terms of educational knowledge
production and utilization; 13 of
the 24 "Research Centers” in.the
nation identified in the Clark
and Guba {1977} productivity_
study have Teacher Corps projects.

On the other hand:

More than four out of ten Teacher
Corps projects have IHE components
that were ranked low in education-
al knowledge production and utili-
zation; 27 projects have IHEs that
were classified in the Clark and
Guba study as "non-producers.”

{Having a Teacher Corps grant now,
however, would 1ikely raise their

rankings into the "low producer”
category.}




On one hand:

The research into the dissemina-
tion of school improvement and
educational personnel development
programs indicates that personal
linkage between developer and
adopter and some form of external
support are essential for succes-
ful implementation or adaptation:
the dissemination of educational
innovations requires a high level
of personal commitment and on-
going support capabilities.

The program priorities of the
Teacher Corps on community in-
volvement and community-based ed-
ucation apparently led to the
allocation of fiscal year 1980-81
funds to support the Recruitment
and Comiunity Technical Resource
Centers (RCTRCs), that have in
recent years aided projects in

recruiting interns and establish-
" ing Community Councils, while the
systei of regional networks that
enabled projects to share infor-
mation among themselves was
disestablished.

There is already a great deal of
dup11cat1on in the support ser-
vices provided by contractors or
special projects for the outreach
activities of different Depart-
ment of Education programs: there
are serious discussions underway
about means to consolidate and/or
otherwise streamline these ser-
vices, particularly in the Office
of Eduational Research and Im-
provement and generally in the
Education Department.

The bulk of the educational pro-
ducts and practices that are now
available through the federally
supported dissemination systems
are for elementary and secondary
schools and focus largely on
basic skills.

On the other hand:

In nearly two years of our pro-
Ject operation we have not found

-any significant evidence that more

than a very few Teacher Corps
prOJects are 1nvept1ng resources
in planning and preparing for out-
reach activities or taking steps
to improve their capabilities for
providing assistance to potential
adopters: they have not been re-
quired to demonstrate a serious
commitment to outreach.

In a year when no new-start
Teacher Corps projects will be
funded and interns for the Pro-
gram 79 projects-are already
selected, the advocates of the
need to build outreach capability
among projects are dismayed over
the maintenance of the RCTRCs,
the project support service group
that some advisors or reviewers
regard as not capable of con-
tributing to project outreach
potential; the “"wrong support
service at the wrong time."

Teacher Corps projects in some of
the regional networks demonstrated
considerable gains in awareness of
the two-way nature of dissemination
agency services available to them
but most appear to lack knowledge
of these available resources; the
stimulation that the regional net-
works provided to projects, through
sharing information and formal
training activities, to increase
their outreach capabilities~gight
yield better utilization of ED
dissemination systems.

The program emphases of Teacher
Corps, while basic skills and school
curricula are important, range more
broadly in scope (community involve-
ment, inservice education, adult
education, etc.)} and may not be
adequately served by existing systems,




-5-

The outcome of our deliberations over these problems {s the set of recom- -

#

" mendations for establishing aiﬁystem of "essential" outreach services that, on
balance, we believe, will contribute to the following:

f
° Improved information exchange and meaningful coiilaboration among
Teacher Corps projects;

Increased utilization of existing information clearinghouses and
networks; federal, regional, and state dissemination systems; and
communication services in LEAs and IHEs not presently used;

Better utilization of the strengths in educatfonal knowl edge produc-
tion and utilization available in some Teacher Corp projects to
assist in the improvement of the capability to “deliver" effective
school improvement and educational personnel development programs
by projects that have fewer resources;

The development of & cadre of outreach specialists for serving
institutions of higher education, community-based education
programs, etc., that can be integrated into the emerging out-
reach support systems (non-profit marketing agencies, technical
assistance programs, etc.) in the Education Department;

Commitment of “"appropriate" amounts of program and project
resources to planning for and implementing outreach activities
throughout the 1ife of a project;

Recognition of the "costs" in program and project resources that
must be committed ("set-aside") to establish and operate various
outreach sysiem components to estab]ish Teacher Corps as a “demon-
stration program" and/or as a vehicle to stimulate the capability
of institutions. of higher education throughout the country to
deliver school improvement and educational personnel programs.

This section of the report is intended to provide a brief overview of
~ the more extensive treatments of background issues, concerns about the readi-
ness and capability of projects to undertake oﬁtreach. assumptiéns and premises
used in our analyses, and so forth, that follow in the remainder of the report.
The :Fcanmen&ations for consideration by the Teacher Corps pro;ram office
are derived from the design of an outreach system for Teacher Corps that er;

visions three kinds of fundamental change in the Teacher Corps program, the

ftrst two of which involve no additional funding:




1. Establishment of performance standards for Teacher Corps projects:

o

Variation in capabilities for educatfonal research and
. development (R&D) and/or commitment to educatfonal dis-
semination and utilization (D&) can serve as criteria;

Recognition of variation in the capabilities of Teacher

Corps projects can contribute to specfalization in program
development and efficiency in implementation of proven
programs. <

Outreach performance standards are discussed on pages 13 to 24, 28
to 30, and 36 to 37.

2. Differential grant awards to projects (without exceeding anticipated
" program funding levels) to provide support for: ‘

° Developer/Demonstrator Projects; projects with demonstrated
capability for research and development in school improve-
ment programs and/or with capability and institutifonal com-
mitment to the dissemipation and utilization of educational
knowledge; these would receive from 120 to 140 percent of the

" average grant award to projects in a given year. '

Regular/Service projects; those with the capability to fmple-
ment effective schoo]-imﬁrovement and professional development

programs in the local sc

ools; these would receive the average
/grant award amounts.

o

Adopter Projects; projects that would receive assistance in im-
plementing and adapting proven school tmprovement programs from

Developer/ Demonstrator Projects; these would receive from 60
to 80 percent of the average grant award amounts. : 2t

Differential -grant awards are discussed in the-report on pageg 26 to 31,

36 to 37, 59, 62, 65, 68-69, 71-72, and 74-77. The amounts that would be
shifted among brojects in a given year, in one of thrge different levels

of outreach program support. (prior to fiscal year 1986 when the number

of projects anticipated wi]]brequire more than $37.5 million to support),
range from $3,500,000 to $1,550,000 (see Table 6, page 29F.

3. Establishment of new program outreach support mechanisms:

° Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit, an administrative
group to provide leadership and coordinate outreach; the
costs for this are estimated in terms of Department of
Education employees reassigned or added to the staff .of
the Washington program office (within ED staffing limita-
tions) and range from one to three federal staff person-
years annually (see page 38).

11y
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Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP), a project to °
facilitate exchange of information among program ynits and
assist projects with publication activities; the estimates
for the yearly operation of this project range from $210,000
to $390,000 (see pages 44-45), _

Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCOP); educational 1inkage
specialists to provide training and technical assistance for
projects 1n educational dissemination; the annual costs es-
timated for this project would rise from $1,460,000 -tn the
minimum Tevel of outreach support up to $1,750,000 in the
medium configuration but, because responsibility for many

of the functions envisioned for the TCOP would shift to the
regional networks at the optimal, or maximum, outreach support
level, funding would decline to ‘860,000 (see pages 46-47?»

Regional Qutreach Support Networks, a system of networks to
facilitate project information sharing, review and validation
of products and practices, and dissemination to educational
audiences nationally; the network system:1s not considered
feasible at the minimum level of outreach support and estimated
yearly costs range {with some variation depending on the ratio
of network staff to the number of projects served) from
$3,034,000 to $4,452,000 for the medium and maximum outreach

support Tevels (see pages 48 to 56),

The proposed outreach support projects and networks are discussed in

more considerable detai) in the ‘section on Outreach System Components,

pages 33 to 56.
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BACKGROUND 1SSUES

\
Teacher Corps projects are established to plan and implement programs
of school improvement that will lead to the attainment of four major program
outcomes: u \

° An improved schodl climate-which fosters the learning
of children of low-income fami]ie;.

An improved educational personnel development system
for persons who serve or who are preparing to serve
in schools attended by children of low-income families.

The continuation of educational improvements (including
products, processes, and practices) achieved as a result
of the project, after federal funding ends.

The adoption or adaptation of those educational improve-
ments by other educational agencies and institutions.

To accompljsh the third and fourth outcomes, which requirg institutionalization
and ﬁissemination for adoption and adaptation, Teacher Corps projects plan and
allocate resources in much the same way as, but largely subsequent to, their ef-
forts to attain the first two. Toward these ends the staff of the Teécher Corps
Dissemination Project is working to identify effective means for Teacher Corps
projects to extend the impact of their school improvement programs beyond their
local sites. We have sought to help.projects recognize that dissemination is
a two-way process and integrate it into their total school improvement programs.
In this conteﬁt, federally sponsored dissemination networks and other systems
can contribute\significantly to the planning, initiation, development, and imple-
mentation of school improvement programs by Teacher Corps projects and, simultan-
eously, can serve as means for the extension O \

Throughout this report we will use the te‘ 8 OR¢reach and

dissemination interchangeably to refer to the krgwledge-

trangfer processes specified by the Disseminationdnalysis

Group (DAG), including spread, exchange, choice and tmple-

mentation. Qutreach for Teacher Corps is consgidered a two-way

interactive process involving the sharing of information among
projects and diesemination to educational audiences throughout

the country.
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In previous technical reports to Teacher Corps we have consistent]y

maintained that the dissemination research Titerature dictates two basic

principles that should be incorporated into the information sharing and

.dissemination systems design. These are:
N

® Some form of personal intermediary or linkage is essential

to the dissemination process.

A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support
system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person
utilization assistance.

Our original outreach system design work proyjded (as required in the RFP)

a central role to the regional Teacher Corbs networks and other special

purpose groups of projects for stimulating outreach by projects. The termi-
nation of the system of regional networks obviously changes this situation.

We are now able to speculate about radically different modes for providing
support services to Teacher Corps projects, not only for dissemination.ac-
tivities but also for program déve]opment, evaluation, implementation, that

is, all the elements of the planned school improvement process. The opportunity

to propose a new system of dissemination support mechanisms for Teacher Corps
had, quite predictably, rather different effects upon the advisors and consultants

with whom we have discussed our outreach design work:
® Those critical of the past record of Teacher Corps in
bringing aboutisignificant change in school improvement
or educational personnel development programs argue for
a “clean-sweep" and reliance upon specialists in educa-
tional change, diffusion, linkage, and so forth, who are
already "“in place" in agencies of the new Office of Edu-
cational Research and Improvement (OERI% in the Department
of Education (ED)| who can make use of already-established
outreach Tinkage mechanisms in ED and in state education
agencies (SEAs) and regional organizations.

Those supportive of Teacher Corps' record over the years
arque for continuedlinvestment in the program features which
they judge have been proven effective in recent years, in
effect, shaping the ‘evolution of the program from “lessons
Tearned" in the field in order to let the Teacher Corps
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"experiment" get a fair chance to reach "maturity"; they
argue for a "balanced" approach to outreach system design,
one that seeks increased efficiency through coordinated OERT

dissemination efforts but preserves the "unique" program.
. features of Teacher Corps.

In this report we have tried to accommodate the full range of differ-
ences in viewpoints. However, because there are basic 1deqlogica] differ-
enges at-the core of many specific issues we have simply not been able to
assess the validityEOf all the arguments used by critics and defenders of
the Teacher Corps. In other words, we do not belabor any arguments about
whether or not the choice of one alternative course of action over another
is a matter of educational efficiency or personal expediency, of professional
effectiveness or politicé] favoritism, of competence or cronyism, or the like.:

We have tried to synthesize the judgments.of our advisors and reviewers
as factually as possible and to make clear our own rationale for any pref-

erences expressed between action alternatives. One persistent conflict that

.affects all the policy options explored in the report is the preference of

some advisors for a "lean" outreach program evolving (at least initially)

within the ED Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI} in con-

trast to the judgment of others favoring a structured system of outreach

projects and networks operating primarily within Teacher Corps.

]

One section of this report, "A Day in the Life of Dee
Ess," presents a brief scenario of how a "lean” (OERI)
dissemination program might begin to evolve a collabo-
rative system of outreach for all ED school 1mprovement
programs. (See pages 39 to 41.) \

°® Most of the section on “Qutreach System Components,” -
however, reflects more -the value that Teacher Corps
personnel have given to technical assistance projects
and the regional network structure over the past

several years. (See pages 33 to 77.)
OQur recommendations for programmatic changes are preceded by a summary of

concerns (pages 13 to 24) derived from interaction with Teacher Corps projects

about their interest in outreach. We have some strong reservations about the
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- 11kelihood that many projects will engage in serious dissemination activi-
ties. These concerns are reflected in our judgment about the entire range

of suggestions for improving Teacher Corps outreach mechanisms and

activities. A large number of alternatives are spelled out for review by

policy makers and, though we hope that all our professional judgments are

sound and rational, at least they are clearly identified as judgments.
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CONCERNS ABOUT TEACHER CORPS OUTREACH

Essentially, this report details what we, drawing upon our project

advisors and various consultants, regard as (1) essential elements for a

minimal, "bare bones" information/dissemination system and (2} an optimal,

-

but\reasonably affordable set of linkages and support components that could
lead to a maximally effective outreach program for Teacher Corps. The
requirement of the RFP to define a “middle"‘level of support is generally
treated in terms of points along continuums between the minimal and optimal
conditions for a given outreach program element.

To arrive at the set of essential elements for the Teacher Corps out-
reach program we undertook the following activities:

® Review of the literature on the dissemination of innovations;

® Study of the operations of Teacher Corps' organizational
components;

Consultation with specialists in federal school improvement
programs and educational diffusion; and

Speculation on likely and alternative futures of Tracher
Corps outreach.

These inquiries led us to try to identify some indices of Teacher Corps

project readiness and capability to make use of various elements of an

outreach program. Hg assumed that any reasonably objective data we could
isolate on such characteristics would give more validity to projections. on
how the outreach system might be expected to operate. We conceptualized
the two factors as follows:
° Readiness: interest in or willingness to share information
or disseminate products and practices; evidenced by seeking

out information on dissemination, contribution of information
through exchange mechanisms, and so forth.
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¢ Capability: ability to utilize personnel and material -

resources to support effective outreach activities; evi-
denced by the status ascribed in the Index of Productivity*
(see Appendix A for a complete list of project ratings),

_institutional commitment to dissemination and field-based
educational service programs, and other, less tangible,
indicators of outreach capability demonstrated by individual
projects.

Readiness of Projects for Outreach

Our concern about the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in

linkage and to invest project resources to operate effective outreach programs
has been.shaped by the following:

° Formal and informal interaction with the Executive
Secretaries of the regional Teacher Corps networks and
the special purpose groups of projects since October
of 1978. . .

Responses to seven issues of our INFORMATION Bulletin,
distributed to projects since December of 1978.

Interaction with Teacher Corps project personnel during
visits to 21 project sites and during numerous network,
regional, and national Teacher Corps conferences Since
November of 1978. °

Response to our Handbook for Review and Validation of
Teacher Corps Products and Practices distributed to
projects in December of 1979.

Response by projects to our request for information, in
January 1980, about project-developed products and
practices to include in the prototype catalog Teacher
Corps Projects at Work.

Response of project personnel to training opportunities
provided at our Teacher Corps Dissemination Project
Orientation Conference, 7-9 November 1979, and at three
of the four Regional Conferences in May of 1980.

In our discussions with field personnel, even at institutions of higher

education that are generally acknowledged to be elite knowledge-producing

*Based on the classification of schools, colleges, and departments of
education (SCDEs) defined by Clark and Guba {1977), Lotto and Clark
(1978), and Clark (1978).
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universities, we found that Teacher Corps project staff members do not
regard themselves as "disseminators.”" Moreover, when pressed about their
plans to initiate outreach activities, some Corpsmembers told us they have
no intentions of engaging in dissemination beyond their local education
agencies.

On the other hand, in instances when we were able to engage in face-
to-face dissussions with project personnel, we often found that they became
more receptive to outreach activities as they perceived that dissemination
.cou]d be regarded as an extension of their school improvement programs.

In those situations outreach began to take on human dimensions and project
personnel started to see their dissemination responsibilities as more
"manageable. They also expressed more positive attitudes toward outreach.

In bq]ance, however, our personal interaction with project personnel does

not make us obtimistic that-Teasher Corps projects will carry ‘out the dissemi-

nation mandate on their own initiative without careful guidanée and external

support. Our recommendations do not give a great deal of weight to those few

occasions when, in informal personal interaction, we were able to persuade
_project personnel to "see" dissemination in a more positive light.

Qur judgment also derives from more objective data about project re-
ceptivity to our efforts to assist them in préparation for outreach. Among
these occasions we give the following considerable weight in assessing the
potentia] for progect self-initiative:

® Since we distributed to projects our Handbook for Review

and Validation of Teacher Corps Products and Practices in
December of 1979, only one project has made a submission
to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel; however, this

project went through a network prescreening that did not
make use of that new Teacher Corps handbook.
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In March of 1980 we published a notice in the 1NFOR-
MATION Bulletin that we would provide projects with
copies of three educational dissemipation resources
upon request; .only five projects and five "others"
requested these materials which we prepared for our
Network Dissemipation Orientation Conference; others
have requested the publications when introduced to them
in face-to-face meetings with our project staff.

In-January of 1980 we asked the 132 Teacher Corps
projects to provide ys with information about their
products and practices; the resulting catalog Teacher
Corps Projects at Work contains data submitted by the
39 projects which responded. Table 1 provides mor
complete data on this effort to stimulate information
sharing among Teacher Corps projects.

During May of 1980 we participated in three of the four
Teacher Corps Regional Conferences around the country;
about three percent of the participants in these conferences
_ attended our sessions on dissemination. (A summary of project

responsiveness to this aspect of our work is contained in
Table 2.) \ .

3

Since we initiated the Corpsline information exchange column
in the INFORMATION Bulletin in November of-1979 only two
Teacher Corps projects have submitted entries; we have
elicited or prepared ourselves all the other items. Only
one project has reported any response to an offer to share
information with others. .
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TABLE 1.

Results of January 1980 Request for Information from
Teacher Corps Projects.

Program 78 Program 79 National
Projects Projects Tot al

Total Number of Projects
Contacted 79 _ 53 132

Number Respohding to
Request ™

Percent of Total

Numbef of Projects
. Providing Usable Data

Percent of Total

“Number of Usable
Descriptions Submitted

Average Number of Project
Descriptions Submitted

Number of Projects Providing
-Narrative Descriptions of
Outreach

Percent of Total

Number Providing Sample
Outreach Materials

Percent of Total

* The average drops to 4.0 when the project that submitted 22 descriptions
_is pot considered. :
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TABLE 2.

Response of Teacher Corps Project Personnel to Opportunity

to Participate in Dissemination Roundtable Discussion

at Three Regional Conferences.

. Approx imate Number Percent of
Conference Number of Number of Attending Participants
Site Projects Participants Roundtable Attending
Denver 30 150 9 6.0
San Diego 24 120 6 5.0
Philadelphia 40 200 0 0

_
Total 94 . 470 15 3.0

It should be abundantly clear that Teacher Corps projects are not _
presently exhibiting much interest in the Fourth Outcome; we are not sanguine

that any significant improvement will occur without external stimulatiom

Capability of Projects for Outreach

In addition to the judgments we have made about the readiness or commit-
ment of Teacher Corps projects to engage in dissemination we have taken an
additional factor--capability--into dccount in identifying the parameters of

a "minimal” level of effective program outreach. Teacher Corps projects are

not equal in their capability to engage in effective dissemination activities.
This disparity stems largely from the variability among the institutions of

higher education (IHEs) in terms of their resources for and their institutional

commitment to research, teaching, and service. In Clark and Guba's (1977)
terminology, these "missions” of schools, colleges, and departments of edu-

catrion (SCDEs) involve five kinds of activity:




Teaching and instruction.

. Research and scholarly productivity.
Development, dissemination, and demonstration.

8, Ad hoc services to schools and other educational agencies.
. Effecting change in schools or other educational agencies.

In the study, activities 3, 4, and 5 were considered together as educational
dissemination and utilization {D&J). Survey respondents were advised that
activity number 3, development, dissemination, and demonstration, involved:

++.the design and preparation of Jeneralizable instructional
materials such as textbooks, audio-visuals, workbooks, etc.; of
teaching techniques, administrative patterns, and other novel

concepts, practices, or artifacts; dissemination of information
about or demonstration of any of the foregoing to a wide range of
potential adopters; or evaluation of any of the foregoing.

Activity number 5, effecting change in schools or other educational
agencies, involved:

++.needs assessment, assistance in selecting new programs
or practices responsive to local needs, retraining of faculty
and staff as required by newly installed innovations, demonstra-
ting new approaches that are under consideration for adoption,
servicing and nurturing newly installed programs.

There is great variation in the institutional resource bases of the

IHEs involved in Teacher CoEps projects; there are “rich" and “poor" insti-
tutions in both the public and private educatioﬁal sectors that take on
Teacher Corps projects. Some of the "richer" IHEs operate educational field
ﬁervice bureaus or ceﬁters, school study councils, or other structures such
aﬁ teacher centers, with Tittle or no external funding and have well-estab-
Tished recdrds of collaboration with Tocal educational agencies (LEAs). |
Others simply do not yet have the resource capability to deliver sustained
high-quality school improvement programs when Teacher Corps funding ends.
There is also considerable variation in the institutional commitment

of different IHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects to perform field-based

inservice teacher education, dissemination or demonstration, and so forth,
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These things we "know" without careful research evidence to provide us
with concrete proof of variability. .We also have to exercise caufidn,
when making sense of research data that are available.

There are Timitations on thglsort of conclusions that can be drawn
from the data on the productivity bf Teacher Corps SCDEs provided in
Appendix A; we have included the 1isting of projects classified by indices

of educational R&D productivity simply to provide an estimate of the pro-

portion of projects that one might expect to have more or less capability

for outreach. The potential for effective outreach performance by any
given project cannot be predicted from the classifications made in the

original study. Among the factors limiting the usefulness of the data are:

° The data were collected in 1974-76; institutions do change--
some may have improved in their performance, others may have
declined; project personnel could be superior or inferior to
the faculty assessed in the original study;

Clark and Guba (1977) regarded their measures of educational
D& (central to the focus of this report} as less precise than
the measures of educational R&D; many instances of field-service

activities go unrecorded and could not be assessed in the study;

The distinctions among the projects in a given category (that

is, subcategories in each of the high, medium, and Tow levels) of
educational R&D were based upon ratings that have Tittle direct
connection with issues of educational D&U; and

The "strength" or "weakness" of the LEA and community compqﬁents
of a Teacher Corps project has not been considered at all in the
classivication of SCDE productivity. (See also pages 79-81.)

We present the data, however, to demonstrate the range of potential for out-

ties. Any criteria used for the assessing SCOE outreach potential should

certainly include the factors on educational D& that Clark and Guba employed
in their original study. Such a process would Tend additional validity to

the process for differential grant awards suggested later in this report.

.lf;l
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Certainly, there are Teacher Corps IHEs with “strdng commitment" to school
service and di$semination (Lotto and Clark [1978] estimated that approximately
14 bercent of all SCDEs fit fn that "highest" category and that another 14
percent were capable of providing "positive support"); these may be expected
to sustain and perhaps expand the thrust of project innuvations after federal
fundiné eﬁds. The "wi171ngness expressed in the grant proposals of all Teacher
Corps projects to engage in field-based school improvement projects and to
extend the impact of those efforts beyond the local educat ional setting tannot,
however, be expected to eventuate universally. Projects in IHEs with iow
levels of institutional commitment to school service and dissemination (Lotto
and Clark estimated that more than half of all SCDEs had weak, little-or-no,

or ambivalent commitment to D&} will, in the gbseﬁce of external .stimulation,

very likely be 1imited in their outreach performance. Though some Teacher
Corps projects based in “pdor" and "low commitment” IHEsS may come through with .
ste;ling performances in outreach activities, by Qirtue of the ﬁérsonal'commit-
ment and competence ofzbroject staff, we ;re not optimistic that any significant
number will do so. The hypqphetical distribution of nine possible “typeﬁ"

of projects repreSénted in Table 3 may be contrasted with: the distributioﬁ of
SCDEs (with Teacher Corps projects} rated by “productivity“*_summarized in

Table 4 to get a rough estimate of how many Teacher Corps projects might be

expected to estab11sh and sustain effective 6&treach programs.

* A measure involving the number of articles published in 13 practitioner- ,
oriented journals, practitioner-oriented presentations at six national
conferences, and contributions to Resources in Education of ERIC judged
to be directed toward the community of practice rather than the research
community (Clark and Guba, 1977; Clark, 1978). .
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TABLE 3.

Hypothetical Percentage Distribution of Teacher Corp Projects by
Resources for and Institutional Commitment to Educational
Dissemination and Utilization

Levels of IHE Commitment to Educational
Dissemination and Utilization {Note 1)
Levels of IHE ‘
Resources Available
for School Service High ., Medium Low

! Percent with
Percent with Percent with_| Little/No
Strong - Acceptance; . | Commitment;
Commitment; We ak . Ambivalent
Positive Support Commitment Conmitment

High 22 6 5

‘Medium 18

Low

. —

Percent of Teacher
Corps Project IHEs
Estimated in Each
Category S

f—————— ———————————— —

Percent of SCDEs .
Nationally in Each 28 . 40
. Category {Note 2) _

Notes: 1. éol]a sed into threé levels from Lotto and C]éfk’s
(1978) six categories. _

2. Adapted from Lotto and Clark (1978).




TABLE 4.

Number of Teacher Corps Projects in Each Department of
Education Region Classified by Index of Productivity; Categories

from Clark and Guba (19??) and data from C1

(See Appendix A for Complete

List.

grk (1978).

Number of
ProJects in
_ED Regions

Index of the Productivity

High

Medium

Low

Totals

I
II

IX
X

2
5
5

4

4
4
6

10
14
15
20
22
17

6

7
16
| 5

Total
Number

Percent

41

31.1

36
27.3

55
41.6

132
100.0

In summary, both our personal impressions and our interpretation of

indicators of project readiness and capabildty for dissemination lead us to

the firm conviction that most Teacher Corps projects will need specialized .,

technical assistance and external support if they are to carry out even min-

imally effective outreach proﬁrams. It is our judgment that the cumulative

effect of (1) Teacher Corps project funding cutbacks, (2) loss of training

and personal linkage opportunities provided by regional networks, and (3)

1684
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very wide variation amoné Teacher Corps IHEs in capabilities for know]é?ge
production, dissemination, and utilization reduces the overall jikelihood
that Teacher Corps will achieve its mandate for adoption or-adaptation of
its_edﬁcational improvements. Our percepfion that projects generally eghibit
a Tow-level of willingness to perform outreach compounds the problem.

If Teacher Corps projects were to be left to themselves we would

L1

predict:

-]

About one-third of &11 projects will live up to their capability.
to produce educational products and practices that are sufficienf-
ly effective and innovative to be of ifterest to a broad range of
potential adopters; however, with no technical assistance or ex-
ternal support for outreach it is unlikely that very many will
divert project training and program development funds to collect
adequate evaluation and other documentation data to establish
plausible evidence of effectiveness (many projects are presently
eliminating staff positions for documentors and evaluators) nor
will they invest, in building the kind of personal 1inkage systems
that would enable project staff personnel to assist adopters in
impl ement ing project-developed innoyations.

About one-third of all préjects might be expected to 1ive up
to their potential to produce prodicts and practices that have
sufficient positive effects to be finstitutionalized locally
and to be of interest to some potential adopters; lacking/the
resources, however, to establish the effectiveness of innova-
tions, promulgatg information aboyt them to others, or provide
assistance to adopters of project-'developed products, it is
unlikely that many will achieve molre than records of local
service; the middle-range SCDEs are more likely to engage in
successful D&U activities than are|the "lower" range IHEs but
they are less likely to produce really innovative products and
practices (R&D) than the larger institutions.
® About one-third of all projects, deprived of opportunities to
Tearn from other projects and receivg training in adapting
proven educational products and practices, will not have the
capability to develop or implement really effective schoul im-
. provement and educational personnel development programs, let
' alone disseminate them to other educational audiences.

Thlse rather dire predictions, however, may be alleviated to various
degrees depending upon the extent to which the :gacher Corps program is able

to implement elements of tke outreach support r*oQ(am detailed in the remainder

of this paper.
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ASSUMPTIONF AND PREMISES

This sectfnn describes alternatives for interventions that the

Teacher Corps Nas\¥mgton program office may consider in policy dec151ons
about the allocation of program resources to attain the "Fourth Outcome,”
the adoption or adaptation of educational improvements developed by Teacher
Corps projects by other educational agencies and institutions.

The components that constitute the "minimum” information sharing/
dissemination system have been identified as thoselmechanisms'or activities
that are (1) considered by a consensus of the specialists we have consul ted
to be essential to the achievement of the demonstration/dissemination man-
date and (2) feasible within the 1imits of anticipated program funding for
the next several fiscal years, $37.5 million. We have élready indicated
that we have not hesitated to recommend changes in the Teacher Corps program
Rules and Regulations wherever we considered them necessary to achieve the
implementation of an essential system element. In some instances, however,
when our consultants differ strongly on the importance of an outreach mecha-
nism or activity, we have outlined policy alternatives that take into account
these differences in viewpoint.

In contrast, the mechanisms and activities described in operating a
"maximally” effective national outreach program represent the components of
a comprehensive educational disseminaticn system that encompasses (1) the
sort of program envisioned in the Dissemination Analysis Groyp (DAG) report
(1977) for elementary and secondary education and (2) the configuration for
improving the capabilities of institutions of higher education to contribute

to school improvement efforts suggested by Lotto and Clark (1978).
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Assumpt ions Underlying Cost Estimates

A1l the educational diffusion specialists we consulted agree with
our contention that the Teacher Corps information sharing and dissemination

system should reftect tws basic principles:

° Some form of personal intermediary or linkage is essential
to the dissemination process; and

A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support

system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person

utilization assistance.
There is more of a range of opinion about precisely which Teacher Corps
actors should perform linkage roles and functions (Butler and Paisley 1978,
Madey 1980) and what level of external support, materials, or technical as-
sistance is really crucial. Differences in viewpoints are discussed in the
context of the descriptions of outreach activities and mechanisms that follow
in the next section. Our own recommendations among policy options are always

clearly noted.

In order to ensure, however, that there are even minimum levels of in-

formation sharing, validation, and dissemination among Teacher Corps projects
we recommend that there be differential funding of projects; that is, those
with the greatest capability f&r R&D and readiness for D& would receive more
support for development and outreach than the Tess productive or committed
projects. Table 5 provides a year-by-year breakdown of our assumptions about
Teacher Corps program funding Tevels (1) authorized in the program rules and
regulations, (2) estimated as the average award to be granted in the immediate
future, and (3) recommended as the average appropriate to support an effective
outreach program thereafter. As program funds becorme available we recommend
increases for outreach support. For example, we suggest grants for the

fifth year be made at the authorized level of-$150,000 in fiscal year 1984

when the Program °9 projects reach that state. (Text continues on page 28.)

- 1ey
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Similarly, we suggest that the average fourth year grant for Program 81

projects (and thereafter) be at the authorized amount of $200,000 in fiscal
year 1985, Other assumpfions incorporated in Table 5 include:

° Teacher Corps program funding will be at $37,500,000

annually through fiscal year 1985; thereafter additional
funds will be necessary to support both projects and
support activities. -

No new projects will be funded in fiscal year 1981; there -
will be no Program 80 projects.

In fiscal year 1982 there will be sufficient program
money to support 40 new-start Program 81 projects.

Forty new start projects will be funded each year until
the Teacher Corps reaches 200 projects in operation in
fiscal year 1986.

Table 6 provides a breakdown of the amounts that we recomménd be shifted
among projects over fiscal years 1982 to 1986. Basically, the projects with
low levels of educational R&D productivitj would receive less in the way of
grant awards than projects with high productivity; middle range projects
would receive the average grant amounts. (More specific criteria for differ-
entiating among projects are introduced on page 36-37.) For planning purposes
we have assumgd'thay approximately one-third of the projects in a éiven program

cycle will fall into each of the three categories of productivity. Other as-
{l

sumptions included in Table ¢ include:

¢ Differential funding would begin in Fiscal Year 1982

- after Teacher Corps projects had responded to grant
renewal memoranda that specified program standards for
demonstration and dissemination activities.

Approximately one-third of the projects in each funding
cycle would be classified as adopter projects and re-

ceive from 20 to 40 percent less in grant awards than
the average for all projects. .

Approximately one-third of the projects would be classified
as developer or demonstration projects and receive from 20
to 40 percent more than the average for all projects.

(Text continues on page 30.)

/&?



TABLE 6.
Recommended Differential Preject Funding, 1982-86 {In Thousands of Oollars}

Appronimate fiumoer of FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985 _FY 1988
Projects at E“';‘ Outreach Level Outreach Level . Outreach Level Outreach Level Outreach Level

1
Cycle [proguceiviciMinimm  Medium  Manimm [Winimun  Medion Mandmum {Minisum Medium Maniewm |Minimum  Hedium Manimm|Minimum  Mesiun Maximun

e 26 Low|$ 125 % 135 % 1508 75 $ 05 $ 100
27 wedivm| 175 178 175 [ 128 128 125
26  Wioh| 225 215 w00 | 15 s 150

ToIaLf 1,300  1.040 550 | Lo 1.0 50

Low 175 185 200 125 135 150 100 $ 1lo
High 250 250 25 | 11s 175 175 150 150 150
Medium 325 315 300 225 215 200 200 190

TOTAL | 1,350 1,170 900 20 450 900 720 a5g |
— —
100 110 125 175 185 200 175 185 200 ¥ 160 5 17505 100 $ 110 125
200 200 150

Low
Medium 125 125 125 250 50 250 250 250 250 150 150
High 150 140 125 325 s oo 325 As 300 £ 200 190 175

TOTAL 325 195 -0- 975 325 550 975 845 550 650 520 325 |

Low 100 110 125 175 185 200 150 160 175
Medium 125 125 125 250 250 250 ) 200 200 200
High 150 140 125 125 s 300 , 250 240 225

42_107% 35 195 =0 975 B35 650 | S LT E— 1
13 Low 100 110 175 185 200

14 Medium 125 125 250 250 250
13 VHigh . 150 140 325 315 300

40 TOTAL 325 135 93¢ B4% kS0 |
13 Low 175 185 200
14 Medium | - 250 250 250
13 High . 325 s 300
(10 TOTAL 9286 R4S _ASO |

13 "Low 100 110 125
14 Medium 125 125 125
13 High 150 140 125

_t 40 TOTAL 25 19 =0}

Total fmount Awarded [$32,075 $32,075 $32,075 [$34.150 $34,150 $34.150 | $32,950 $32,950 $32,950 |$33,000 $33.000 $29,000 $39.000  $39,000
Ampunts Shifted | 2.975 2,405 1,550 | 3,500 2,800 1,750 3,17 2,605 1,750 | 2,925 2,406 (3,575} (2,928) (1,950)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The remaining one-third (regular/service projects)

would receive grants of approximately the average
for all projects. '

Over a five year project Vife (as illustrated b

the Program 81 projects) an average project wouid
receive $975,000 in grant awards; an adopter project
would receive $700,000 at the minimum level of out-
reach program support and $825,000 in the optimal
configuration; a developer/demonstrator project

would receive grants of $1,250,000 and $1,125,000
respectively. ’

The projects with more capability in educational R&D
and D&U would provide assistance to projects with less
capability; in essence, the developer/demonstrator
projects would provide training and technical assis-
tance to the adopter projects.

The proportion of project grant funds shifted among
adopter and developer/demonstrator projects would
diminish at higher lTevels of outreach program support
as responsibility for coordinating outreach activities
is increasingly assumed by the staff of the regional

networks.

Underlying Premises . ¢

While we personally lean toward a long-term effort of consolidating
and- streamlining all of the federally supported educational dissemination

programs within the Department of Education we have specified the details

of what is essentially a separate Teacher Corps outreach system based on

the following premisés:'

° . If Teacher Corpe projects are to achieve the demonstration/
diseemination "mandate,"” then outreach requirements will have
to be specified by the federal program officers: <¢lear
standards of dissemination performance for projects need to
be issued.

If the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in out-
reach activities is to be improved, then the competence of
project persommel to make use of information-dissemination
systems will have to be upgraded: means for personal 1inkage
amony Project personnel and outreach specialists must be es-
tablished and/or maintained by the federal program.
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® If the most successful school tmprovement and educational
personnel development programe developed by Teacher Corps
projects are to be disseminated to national audiences, then
the projects with the capability to develop such programs
should receive additional support to engage in outreach
activities: prolects with high Tevels of capability should
be designated as developer/demonstrator projects and receive
?ddgpiona] support in a system of differential grant award

unding.

If Teacher Corps is to become a national demonstration program
for school tmprovement and educational personmel development
programs, then program resources for service operations will
have to be diverted to dissemination activities: the program
office and field projects will have to plan to allocate re-
sources to outreach even at the expense of ‘some school service
activities.

If the capabilities of all Teacher Corps projects to '"deliver"
effective school improvement programe are to be improved, then
the configuration of collaboration among projecte will have to
be changed so that those with high levels of commitment and
strong resource bases to support educationul RED/DEV will be
able to provide assistance to lese capable projects: a new
system of differential funding among projects should be estab-
Vished to support a pew configuration of project interaction

in regional capability-building networks.
We have elaborated a set of support mechanisms that we judge appropriate to
achieve the goals stated in these premises. The policy decisions made with
. respect to the options implied in these statements by the Teacher Corps

program office will, we expect, make our next effort at projecting resources

somewhat simpler; we hope that we will not bé trying to cover such a range

of alternative courses of action and can address our analysis to a particular

‘set of program outreach activities. It is hoped also that the “second-round"
of resource projections can be done within a framework of Department of
Education dissemination objectives for educational personnel development and
school improvement programs that incorporate:

® Review of products and practices for approval for release,

functions that are now accomplished for various types of
materials for various audiences by the Office of Public

Affairs, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, and several
specific ED programs that operate their own outreach systems.

1&.\
Pl P
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Nonprofit marketing mechanisms, a function now accomplished
largely by a variety of federally supported information
systems and clearinghouses, by support contractors for some
programs, and on an ad hoc basis by others.

Client services for_ adopters, the technical assistance so
essential to the successful adaptation of educational products
and practices now or previousiy performed by many federal agen-
cies such as the National Diffusion Network, the Research and
Development Utilization Program, and others.
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‘ OUTREACH SYSTEM CDMPDNENTS

Table 7 provides an overview of the outreachﬂmechanisms and acti-
vitiés--in addition to the formal dissemination support groups intended
to provide linkage and coordinate 1nteragéhcy";é]ations--that we have
identified as important elements in information sharing and diffusion of
innovations. The table can only suggest some of the specific activities,
linkage\functions and/or roles, cost variables, and so forth, which are
described. in the following pagés.

The new outreach support units considéred essential at even the

minimum outreach configuration are:

° An OQutreach Unit in the Teacher Corps Washington program
office to coordinate the work of national and regional
support projects and maintain T1a1son w1th other Federal .
dissemination agencies;

" ® A Teacher Corps Commun1cat1ons Project (TCCP) to provide

information services to projects, regional units, and the

program office; and .

d

® A Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) to provide training
and technical assistance in all phases of dissemination to
projects and other program units.

If Teacher Corps program resources permit support of additional out-

. / :
reach components at some middle Tevel we recommend the establishment of

another outreach support mechanism:

"° Regional Qutreach Support Networks in at least six georgraghic
areas coinciding with or combining one or more of the ten
partment of Education regions (see maps on page 52 to 54).

The specifications of an optimal outreach system, at a maximum Tevel of

Teacher Corps program support, assume the existence of each of the support

groups described above and the operation of a strong system of:
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o

Regional Outreach Support Networks in eight geographic
areas {combining the ten ED regions) with at least one
full-time equivalent dissemination specialist for every
ten Teacher Corps projects in the region (see Table 8 on
page 51) and capable of performing many of the technical
_assistance functions suggested for the Teacher Corps
Diffusion Project in the minimun evel configuration.

Detailed descriptions of the outreach system components, incfuding

“the specific dissemination mechanisms and activities that constitute a
given:tomponent, follow in the pages after Table 7. The basic data are
repeatéd in each section (in full-size type for the benefit of the near-

sigﬁted)._ Annual cost estimates and five-year projections of costs are

derived from the project funding figures recommended in Table 6 at

‘minimum, medium, and maximum levels of Teacher Corps outreach program

support.




TABLE 7. Dissemination Activities and Mechanisms Considered Essential and/or Optimal for fifferent I.e\;els of Teacher Corps OQutreach Sinl!por‘t.

OUTREACH ACTIVITIES AND MECHANISMS
(DAG Aceivities 1n Teatios)

ALTERNATIVE LEVELS DF SUPPORT FOR TEACHER CORPS PROGRAM OUTREACH .

MINIMUN

HEDIUM

aximm

Establishment of Teschar Corps program cutreach
performanca standards for adoptar, developer,
and demonstrator projects

Teacher Corbs Weshinaton Qutreach Unit fssues
specific performanca standards and quidelines
for collaborativa interaction among projects

Regional Outreach SuPport Metworks facilitate
implamentation of program outreach PET-formance
standards by Teacher Corps projacts in ragion

Regional Outredch Support Networks coordinate
Interaction among Teacher Corps ogr:ojocts and
Program Specialists to achieve objectivas

5 1sion of project cutredch performance;
maks objective detarminlations of Project cap-
abilities in gducational RAD and/or commitwent
to DM; monitoring of product review/validation
and achievement of dissemination objectives

Program Specialists assess capability of each
project for educational RAD and DAU and make
recommendations for differsntial funding of

projects with the most potential fOr putrgach
andfor essisting ather Teacher Corps Projects

Regional Natworks collaborata with Program Spe-
cialists in assessing cagabllitl of projects

tor &ducational RLD and DBU: Promota interaction
among projects, refarrals for review/validation,

to facilitate achievement of outreach objectives

Regional Metworks caordinste collaboration
wong Projects to improve tha copabilitias of
all to develop and Ymplement effective school
improvewent programs; provide 1inkage with
other aducational diffusion agencies/metworks

Training of projsct personnal in gducations)

product marketing, Vinkage functions, technical
assistance to adoptars in implementing products
and Practices, managing outreach programs, etc.

Teacher Corps Diffusion Projelt coordinates
training within ED Regions: projects with high
capsbitities in RED and DRU receive supple-
mental funding to assist in reglonal training

Regional Networks coordinate trafning within
ugon and collaboration among projacts, TCCP,
DR, and Teacher Corps Qutreach Unit to maxi- -
“mize training effects reglonally

Raglonal Networks conduct training and tech-
nical assistance to improve outreach capa-
bilities of all projacts; provide linkage
with all Teacher Corps Outreach agencies

Interaction between groups of projects {region-
ally or for thematic program interests) for the
spread nd of information, to encOurage.
choice nd factlitate implementation assistance

Projacts within reasonable proximity meet
periodically, anchange personnel or taams for
training: projects with strong RED and DAU
capabilities assist TCOP

Regional Networks facilitate mestings of pro-
Jects and coordinate Information sparing: co-
ordinste collaboration among o{ects in region-
al "capacity building® for scno improvement

Regional Metworks conduct meetings of prajects
for information sharing and exchange of pro-
ducts and practices: provide Vinkage with TCOP
and other cutreach resource agencies

Preparation of local information materials, in-
cluding newsletters, articles, media releases,
etc, . fOr apread of project Information locally

Teacher CorPs Communications Project provides
guidelines, "how-to” materials, and linkage
with locatl public nformation agencies

Regional Metworks coordinate training of project
personnel in use of "how-to" materials; Provide
Tinkage with TCCP and other information agencies

Reglona) Networks Provide training snd tech-

Anical sssistance as needed for projects in tha

Preparation of effective Information materials

Preparation of tional, Instructional, and
suppore matarials for epread and and
use In choies and implementation activities of
project-developed innovations

Projects with high RED capabtitty and DEU
commitment receiva subplementary funding for
outreachi other projects get assistance from
TCCP within funding Vimitations R

Regional Metworks facilitats collsboration bet-
ween strong RED/DEU projects and “adopter™ pro-
Jects; coordinate direct assistance to projects
by TCCe, TCOP, educationa) marketing groups

Reglona) Networks provide technical assistance
in materials preparation or coordinate deliv-
ery by TOCP and/or TCOP of highl:- speciatized
educational marketing services, and so forth

Documentation and evaluation to provide data on
avidence of effectiversss of Products/practices
for Review and Endorsement assessment process

Local projects usa [HE resources or those of
nearby Teacher Corps Projects with strong RAD
capabilities; TCDP assists as possible

keglional Metworks coordinate collaboration among
projects a3 necessary to facilitate Review and
Network Endorsement processes

Regional Networks provide training and tech-
nical assistance tn documentation and eval-
ation; direct Network Endorsement Process

validation of evidence of effectiveness of prod-
ucts and practices as pr!screenln? for review by
Joint Dissemination Review pane) (JDRP)

TCDP provides referrals for any Projects need-
ing assistance {ED Regional offices, Teacher
Corps projects with high RAD capabilities)

Regional Metworks facilitate validation Process
for reqional Projects; provide referrals: for-
ward validated rroducts to program office

kegional Networks provide training and tech-
nical assistance in validation procedures;
forward validated products to Program office

Presentations at local, state, regional, and na-
tional mestings of educational crganizations and
publicatton in professional journals, etc.. to
spread information and faci)jtate excharge

A1l projects allocate respurces to make pres-
entations to apprapriste audiences; the most
productive projects recelive supplementa)
funding for presentations and wbllcfﬁon

Regional Metworks Promote participstion by pro-
Jects in regtonal meetings and collaborate with
TCCP in making effective use of publication
opportunities by Teacher Corps projects

|regional and nati

Regional Netwcrks .conduct regional meetings
in school improvement and educational perso.-
nel training nmgW; coordinate other

al Project presentations

Dissemination of innovative materials through
state O federally funded dissemination systems
to stimlate exchange and choice activities

A1 projects make use of ERIC and sfwilar
state information systems or networks; eligi-
ble projects seek funding from NI‘.NJ_

Regiona) Networks facilitate submissions by
projects to dissemination systems and maintain
linkage with state and regional agenctes

Regional Hetworks Provide training and tech-
nical assistance in Accessing various syStewms:
provide linkage between Projects and agencies

Operation of demonstration prograws (classrooms,
inservice centers, etc.) to provide for exchage
and to facilitate choine by potential adopters

Al) projects conduct some desunstration activ-
fti2s; most productive products get supnle-
mental funding from Teacher Corps progiam

“Reglons) Networks coordinate collaboration among.

projects to manimize tmpact of demonstration
activities by Teacher Corps projects in region

Reglona) Hetworks provide tratning and tech-
nical assistance to projects n establishing
demons tration Programs;: coordinate with NDN

Providing on-site technical assistance to adop-
ters in the irplemenration of project-developed
products and practices

Eligible projects get NDN funding) other pro-
ductive projects with stromg DAUjcapabilities
get supplementary program fundin

Regional Networks facilitate collaboration among
adobter and demonstrator projects to improve the
capabilities of al) tp assist-adopters/adapters

Regional Networks conduct training and tech-
nical assistance to regional projects to
establish implementation service capability

Cosmercial publication of effective project de-.
veloped materials: aprecad, exchotge, and shoice
done by Publisher; implementation contracted

Any project with commercially attractive
materials can get assistance from Publishers;
TCDP provides referrals as possible

Regional Networks facilitate interaction with
projects and publishers; coordinate technical
assistance between projects and TCDP

Regional Networks provide 1inkage between pro-
jects and publication specialists; maintain
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions

<
1
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1. Establishment of Teacher Corps program outreach performance
standards for adopter, developer, and demonstrator projects.

Minimum: Teacher Corps Washington Qutreach Unit issues specifia
performance standards and guidelines for collaborative
interaction among proj?cts.

Medium: Regional Qutreach Suppbrt Networks facilitate imple-
. mentation of program outreach performance standards
by Teacher Corps projects in region.

Maximum: Regional OQutreach Support Networks coordinate interaction
among Teacher Corps projects and Program Specialists to
achieve objectives. : \

We recomnend that Teacher Corps Washington promulgate a set of project
outreach performance standards, direct projects to conduct formal appréisals
of their readiness and capabilities for outreack, and require all projects
to apply for one of three levels of differential support when they complete

[ ]
contimuation grant applications for fiscal year 1982. Essentially, projects
vwould be assigned to one of three categories of educational R&D/D&U capability
after review of grant application data by a panel of Teacher Corps Washington

i

program staff personnel; maximum attention should, of course, be given
to objective self-appraisal data supplied by projects but the program
officials should strive to ensure that the evidence provided by projects
demonstrates potential for achieving the standards established for each
level. 1In general, we would suggest that specific check-list criteria be
developed from the following broad sort of guideline statements:

° Developer/Demonstration Projects; these projects should provide

strong evidence of commit.ent and resource capabilities (in place
or readily available) to plan and develop novel educational
programs; conduct effective documentation and evaluation of the
implementation of innovative programs to ensure that evidence

of effectiveness can be validated; specify means for demonstrating
tnnovative programs and disseminating information about them on

a broad regional or national basis; detail resources to be com-
mitted to maintaining tnnovations and to providing technical
assistance to adopters (including adaptation in a wide range of

educational settings) both among Teacher Corps projects and other
educational audiences.

17y
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B_gular/Serv1ce Projects; These projects should prdy1de
convincing evidence of institutional commitment and\resource
capability to develop effective school improvement piograms
in the project LEA, to assess the effectiveness of products

and practices, and to provide and maintain effective gemonb
stration and dissemination services for potential adopters

in the local area (state or region, as appropriate) \

-]

Adopter Progects,\these projects indicate a need (or arq
judged by differential funding review panel to have a need)

for training and technical assistance in adapting innovative
educational programs in the LEA schools and for increasin

the capabilities of the IHE to provide effective school i
' provement programs to schools in the local and regiona] area.

© When establ1shed the program of differential fund1ng would \
make the resOurces of more productive Teacher Corps projects ava1]abhe
to projects that needed the most help. At minimal levels of outreach:
program support, the "personal linkage" between project .personnel and :
dissemiqation resources (whether fpr drawing-upon or contributing-to) '
will obviously be weak. A great deal of responsibility falls to 1 '}
the projects themselves because of the 1imited capabitity for 1inkage |
operatiops by the Teacher Corps Biffusion Project (TCOP) and Teacher
Corps Communications Project (TCCP). Much of the assistance provided
.to adopter projects would have to come about through brokerage and/or
referraJs conducted at a distance by the support project personnel
strivinp to get the best "matches" among proﬁects.‘ Thus, the personal
ginkagg in the minimum outreach program will take place largely among n
project personnel engaged in collaborative interaction with other project

ersoLne],-]oca] information resource personnel, or other adopters.

R R 1
Even more critical to the success of a program of differential

—h

unding among Teacher Corps projects than the linkage capabilities of

the TCOP and the TCCP, in the minimum level outreach configuration,

wpuld be the effectiveness of the personnel who were assigned to the

T?acher Corps Washington Qutreach Unit. We have estimated annual

ERIC e 179 | | ]
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operating costs and projected costs for this group in terms of Department
of Education personnel assignments rather than Teacher Corps program

funding.

Estimated Annual Cost '’

Qutreach Unit
Teacher Corps Washington Minimum Medium Maximum

I F.T.E. 2F.T.E. 3 F.T.E.
Costs of assigning program

staff personnel to monitor Costs Projected Qver Five Years -
outreach support projects and

provide liaison with Federal Federal Staff Person-Years
dissemination systems 5 10 5

It has become increasingly clear to us during our study of Teacher
Corps operations that the Federal program office should establish an Qut-
reach Unit to provide leadership and administrative control of the information

sharing and validation/outreach activities. At a very minimum we recommend

that a full-time program staff professional be assigned to provide leadership

in outreach activity and accomplish the fo]iowing responsibilities:

° Monitor the Teacher Corps Conmunication Project (TCCP)

-]

Monitor the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (Tcop)

Coordinate ?rogram relations with ED dissemination agencies and

professiona

¥

educational associations:

. DAC . Teacher Centers ASCD
.« ERIC . ROEP AASA

RDx AACTE . NAESP
JDRP /NDN NEA NASSP
RRC AFT . : etc.
Education Practice File . ATE
Equal Education NSDC

Opportunity Program . CCSSO

The following scenario, written by Fred Rosenau, gives a view of

how a Teacher Corps Qutreach Unit staff person might carry out such tasks.

YT




A DAY IN THE LIFE OF DEE ESS:

A Teacher Corps Dissemination Scenario

On a sparkling April day in 1981, Dee Ess, newly appointed Dissemination
Specialist in the Washington office of Teacher Corps, rode Metro to her
office. During the 20-minute ride, she had ample time to run over mentally

some of the issues she knew were facing her in this, her third, week in a

challenging new assignment.' Above all, she knew that in two days she would

be sitting down, for the first time, with the full Office of Educational
Research and Improvement dissemination coordination committee whose mjnute%
she had- reviewed over the previous weekend. She had met, thus far, only two
members of the.committee--one of whom was the head of the dissemination and
professional development group. But she had been engaged in a crash reading
program to catch up on recent reports from the various technical assistance
contractors and dissemination networks most likely to assure Teacher Corps
of the kinds of help it would need in the year ahead.

Opening her briefcase deftly so as not to jostle her seatmate, she began
riffling through the long Tist of notes she had compiled for herself to try
to attend to some of the mény details needing her atteﬁtion in the next few
days. These included:

° Planning production of a very simple, perhaps computer-based

and computer-printed, directory--updated and unillustrated--
of all Teacher Corps projects for distribution to the ED
Regional Offices, Teacher Centers, the Regional Exchanges, the
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, Regional Programs,
state education agency inservice coord1nators, state capac1ty-
“ building projects, key offices on the Hill, all key offices in
OERI, OESE, OSERS, etc. She made another.rote to see if it

wou]d be possible for the copies headed for the H1]l to carry
personal notes from the projects themselves..




-40-

Making arrangements to meet with the Teacher Center
state coordinators at the next Teacher Center program
workshop.

Planning.to cooperate with the Regional Offices for the
next $eries of ESEA Title I workshops.

Arranging for distribution, with a cover memo from the
director of Teacher Corps, of Resources for Educational
Program Improvement to Teacher Corps projects.

Planning--and getting costs for--an insert for the ED
newsletter on Teacher Corps dissemination activities in
recent months. She felt this insert, on different color
stock, would be an effective alternative to the former
Teacher Corps INFORMATION bulletin.

Arranging--via one of the OER]! technical assistance con-
tractors-~for help in improving the writing/editing/
production of the various locally produced Teacher Corps
"newsletters” which heretofore Seemed distinctly un-newsy.

Working with Basic Skills Coordinating Committee members
to get selective basic skills information out to all
projects--not just the basic skills c]uster funded by the
Basic Skills program.

Linking state and regional Teacher Corps clusters to the
next series of regional dissemination forums.

Helping to move Teacher Corps output more quickly into RDx,
the Urban Superintendents Network, and so on.

Scheduling a meeting with the dissemination project director
at the Council of Chief State School Officers.

Making arrangements to get the best TC videocassettes and
audiotapes into the National Audiovisual Center for nationwide
distribution.

Meeting with the Office of Public Affairs to suggest ideas

for stories or features attractive to the editors of Education
USA, Education Times, Teacher Education Reports, and other
key media.

Working with the editors of American Education to develop a
Teacher Corps feature for fall; she had aiready tossed out
three possible s1tes that would entice Journa11sts

Conferring with the OERI publication specialist about a
possibie third printing of School Learning Climate and
" Student Achievement. Should that Florida State University
document be accessed only by ERIC, put on sale by the ERIC
Clearinghouse, or placed with a qonprofit distributor?

187
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Discussing with colleagues the notion of discouraging
Teacher Corps projects from paying for exhibit booths

at ATE, NEA, QUEST, AACTE, and similar conferences;
instead, shouldn't Teacher Corps make & concerted effort
to get on the programs of all significant professional
meetings in the coming year?

Lollecting from Teacher Corps Program Specialists examples
of "failures"” and "successes" to be shared--after de-
personalization--with all other projects (for example,
materla]s practices, how-tos, demnnstrat1ons that did/
didn't work out there).

Querying her boss as to whether the Assistant Secretary
for Public Affairs might ask the Secretary to visit in
person & strong Teacher Corps s1te as a media event.

Feeding tidbits to NSOC, ASCD, AACTE Teachers Centers
Exchange, networks, and resource centers to maintain keen
interest in Teacher Corps activities and accomplishments.

Setting up a system to monitor all dissemination/service/
technical assistance providers to obtain publications of
value and importance to Teacher Corps projects.

Checking to see if Networking for Interggeaz; Collaboration
had yet turned up in ERIC So Teacher Corps projects could
refer to it as needed.

And, further along in the month, seeing if she could compare
the costs of a Teachers' Centers Exchange workparty with
those of a regional Title I meeting so she could make rec-
ommendations as to which technique offered the most cost/
beneficial potential for Teacher Corps projects.

She would have continued riffling through her briefcase, but the Metro
public address system was signallin, her station, so she closed the $nap and
headed for her office, wondering which item on her list should be dealt with
first. As she walked along a line from an old Beatles song came into her
mind--she wasn't Sure she had it quite straight but the words seemed to fit

the task ahead--she'd get by, with a 1ittle help from her friends.
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2. Supervision of project outreach performance: make objective de-
terminations of project capabilities in educational R& and/or
commitment to “&U; monitoring of product review/validation and
‘achievement of dissemination objectives.

Minimum: Program Specialists assess capability of each project

for educational R&D and D& and make recommendations
for differential funding of projects with the most

-potential for outreach and/or assisting other Teacher
Corps projects. '

Regional Networks collaborate with Program Specialists
in assessing capabilities of projects for educational
R& and D&U; promote interaction among projects, refer-
rals for review/validation, to facilitate achievement
of outreach objectives.

Maximum: Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among projects
to improve the capabilities of all to develop and imple-
ment effective scﬁoo] improvement programs; provide:
linkage with other educational agencies/networks.

The other side of the coin in the system of differential funding (where
projects with high capabilities in educational R&D/D&U help adopter projects)
involves the responsibility for monitoring the performgnce of projects in
meeting their stated outreach objectives, that is; that the program standards
for outreach activities are met by each project.:

Certainly a radical departure from past practices, a system for differen-
tiating among projects such as we have proposed, would result in some degree
of turmoil among Teacher Corps projects, perhaps even charges of unfair treat- .
ment in the classification of some projects to regqular/service or adopter
status. We recommend that-the Teacher Corps Program Specialists, who are in
fact charged with monitoring the performance of local projects, play a major
role in assisting projects make objective assessments of their outreach poten-
tial, then follow through as closely as possible in monitoring the achievement

of project objectives in dissemination, and as necessary take stéps‘to try'%o _

adjust any real inequities.” The Program Specialists should also maintain

154
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close collaboration with the staff of the Qutreach Unit and the various
outreach support projects/networks, etc., in order to increase the like-
lihood that projects will make better use of available resources. At the
minimum Tevel of outreach program support it would be necessary for Program
Specialists to work closely together in monitoring the interation among
developer/demonstrator projects and adopter projects. At higher levels
of Teacher Corps outreach program support, the Regional Networks could play
an increasingly larger role in the linkage, referral, brokerage, etc.,
functions that Program Specialists would be concerned about and, thereby,
make somewhat easier the tasks of monitoring project outreach performance.
We have not calculated any parficdlar costs for this component of

the Teacher Corps outreach system because supervision is so closely tied

in with the relationship of Program Specia]{sts with pr0decfs, a function

that is incorporated in the program office operating costs.




~44-

3. Training of project personnel in educational product marketing,
linkage functions, technical assistance to adopters in implement-
ing products and practices, managing outreach programs, etc.

» Minimum: Teacher Corps Diffusion Project coordinates training
within ED Regions; projects with high capabilities
in R&D and D& receive supplemental funding to assist
in regional training.

Medium: Regional Networks coordinate training within region
and collaboration among projects, TCCP, TCDP, and
Teacher Corps Qutreach Unit to maximize training
effects regionally.
Maximum: Regional Networks conduct training and technical
assistance to improve outreach capabilities of all
projects; provide linkage with all Teacher Corps
outreach agencies.
The responsibilities for training and technical assistance in outreach
activities fall, in the minimum level of program ﬁutreach support, primarily
to the TCDP and, to a lesser extent, to the TCCP. Regional Networks, however,

_assume an ipcreasing degree of responsibility for training as the level of

[ program outreach support increases. Cost estimates and projections for the

1
il

'training component discussed here are limited to the TCDP and TCCP operations.

feacher Corps Estimated Annual Cost
Communications Project

Minimum Medigm ~ Maximum

Costs determined on the basis

of staff person-years estimated . $ 210,000 $ 300,000 $ 390,000
to achieve production of various

information publications and/or Costs Projected Over Five Years
operation of systems at various
levels of.support by Teacher Federal Staff Person-Years
. Corps Washington $1,050,000 $1,500,000 $1,950,000
‘s
q
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thpecomﬁend that a Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP} be

established for a three- to five—year period through competitive responses
to a Request for Proposa] (RFP), a process that we believe will result in
securing the most competent personnel for the task of providing information
services to projects, regional units, and the program office. Professional
and support staff costs (inc]ud%ng institutional overhead and facilities)
are estimated on the basis of $60,000'pen person-year. -Production costs
for pub]icatjons, services, and so forth are estim;ted on the basis of

anticipated volume.

Mechanism or Activity Minimum Medi um Max imum
Project Staff (3, 4, 5 person-years)  $180;000  $240,000.  $300,000

Program Directory {(Minimal, as at. 6,000 10,000 10,000
present with basic data on projects;

on project innovations, services, etc;

at optimal level of outreach support

the directory is part of computer

database information system which

can be updated periodically)

Archive collection of progran materfals
{storage, cataloging, etc.); collec-
t1on, exchange, clearinghouse serv1ces
improve at d1fferent leve]s

Catalog of project-developed products
and practices; annual publication at
minimum level to computerized data

base Teacher Corps Practice File
at optimal Tevel of support

Newsletter about promising practices,
etc., 4, 6, or 10 jssues at different
levels of outreach support

Direct communication service to prcjects




Teacher Corps Diffusion Project _ cstimated Annual Costs

Minimum Medium Max imum

Costs determined on the basis of

staff person-years estimated to - $1,460,000 $1,750,000 $860,000
achieve various levels of outreach ;

support services to Teacher Corps Costs Projected Over Five Years
pProjects and other units; support .

from Teacher Corps Washington - $7,300,000 $8,750,000 $4,300,000

We recommend that a Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP} be established

through competetive responses to an RFP issued by Teacher Corps for a three-

to five-year contract. We believe this process will secufe the most competent
personnel .to perform the highly specialized services envisioned for this project;
. these include training and technical assistance in all phases of school -improve-
ment program planning, development, evaluation, adaptation, and dissemindtio&?
At Tow levels of outreach program support, TCDP project personnel will focus
more on coordinating the collaborative interaction among Teacher Corps projec s
with different levels of capability for educational R&D and/or commitment to
knowlédge D& to maximice the effects of program outreach. Funds should be
alloted for direct support of assistance in ~ases where there are many more
adopter projects in 2 given area‘that can be served by deve!éper/demonstfafion
projects in the region.- As higher levels of support become possible, the TCDP
would be increasingly able to provide direct service to projects rather than
brokerage and referrals that uohld be characteristic of the minimum level of
operations. Such services include:

2.-” " .

- %

Assessment of educational products and practices for Project
Review and Network Endorsement processes;

Validation of the evidence of product effectiveness in the
prescreening process for JDRP review;
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® Maintaining 1inkage with state, regional, and federal dis-
semination systems, clearinghouses, and networks;

° Establishing means for improved D&U among Teacher Corps IHEs
and other SCDEs throughout the country (alternatives include
support of new unit within NDN or setting up 2 separate D&U
program for IHEs), and

® Assistance to projects in 1dent1fy1ng potential audiences for

dissemination, packaging educational materials, marketing

practices, educational Tinkage functions, implementation
assistance, and so forth.

Levels of Program Support

Mechanism or Activity Mi nimum Medium - Maximum

Project Staff (6, 10, and 6 person $360,000 $600,000 $360,000
years; many technical assistance

and training functions assumed by

Regional Qutreach Support Networks

in optimal configuration)

Consultant fees and travel for 300,000 » 500,000 209,000
technical assfistance in product ’
assessment; program development,
documentation, evaluation, dem-
onstration; marketing, packaging,
and so forth (focus shifts to the
" regional networks capabilities at
optimal- level of support)

Support for Teacher Corps projects 500,000 300,000 100,000
with exceptional R&D capability

and/or commitment to D& to provide

assistance to Teacher Corps projects

with less capability (need diminishes

with increase in capability of other

outreach support units)

Establishing and operating a system } 100,000 200,000 100,000
for improving D&U school improve- _ -
ment “programs among .Teacher Corps
IHEs and other SCDEs nationally.

(regional networks perform the
function in optimal configuration)

Training and technical assistance to 200,000 150,000 100,000
projects, and increasingly as the t

levels of outreach support increase,

to the Regional Qutreach Support :

Networks
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Interaction between groups of projects {regfonally or for thematic
progran interests) for the spread and exchange of information, to
encourage chojce and facilitate implementation assistance.
Minimum: Projects within reasonab]e proximity meet per10d1ca]]{
exchange personnel or teams for training; projects wi
strong R& and D&Y capabilities assist TCDP.
Regional Netwdrks facilitate meetings of projects and
coordinate information sharing; coordinate collabora-

tion among projects in regfona] Ycapacity building" for
school improvement.

Max imum: 'Regional Networks conduct meetings of projects for

' information sharing and exchange of products and

practices; provide 1inkage with TCDP and other out-
reach resource agencies.

The sy;tem of Teacher Corps regional networks ihat operated through mid-
1980, as we indicated at the beginning of this report, was to have played a
central part in the infﬁrmation sharing and dissemination systems for Teacher
Corps. Many of our advisors, although certainly not all, judged that the
regional network system Prov;ded definite benefits to project operations and
hhad potential for providing the stimulus for outreach--through peer pressure,
institutional rivalry, profes;ional interaction, and the like-~that is missing
when projects work in isolation from one another. One reviewer Stated that the
regional networks spread th¢ progf&n Eesoﬁrces too thinly whereas another thought
our case for a minimal outr;ach system without the personal T1inkage supplied |
by network interaction was “fatally flawed." Spec1a1 purpose groups of projects,
such as the Youth Advocacy Loop and Research Adaptation Cluster, also prov1ded
for professional st1mu|at10n, although the potential for faciiitating outreach

ractivities was not\so readil} apparent. '

Our recommendations foﬁ the system of Begfonal Qutreach SUpport Netﬁorks,
defined below, should-not, ﬁowéver, be construed to mean that we.advoﬁate simply
reestablishing the prev1ouslregiona1 network system. Though somé of the networks,

in our judgment, helped prOchts prepare for the "future" tasks of inst ftutional-

izatton and outreach--and d1F very cred1tab1e jobs in training, establishing

! T 15
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liaison with state dissemination agencfes, proviﬁing linkage for projects with
information resources, and so forth--others did nothing.“ We recommend that

any future Teacher Corps investment in networking be made solely on the basis
of providing means for the best available training and technical assistgnce in
all the elements of developing and "delivering” successful school improvement
programs. We inake no recommendations with regard to the special purpose groups
of projects; these seem to Ls to have less impact upon the larger challenge of

Teacher Corps program outreach that is our primary concern.

Regional Qutreach Support Networks 1‘ Estimated Annual Costs

{ Medium Max iotum
Costs determinew on the basis of $3,034,000 to $4,329,500 to
di fferent ratios of Network staff $3,124,000 $4,452,000
personnel to prdjects in various .
regional confrgdratrons, the Costs Projected Qver Five Years
basic principle is to concentrate

help where it is most needed $21,398,000 $30,719,000

£

In order to ensure that the most qualified educational ]inkagefpeﬁéonne]

available are given the-opportunity to assist Teacher Corps projectﬁ prepare
for and conduct outreach activities, we recommend that a system of Regional
Outreach Support Networks be established through competftive proposals in
résponse to a prochrement issued to a broad range of educat ional agencies

able to ¢perate cutreach s;pport progrars. We would nof Timit eligibility
"for competing for the neuwork cBhtracts (or grants) to IHEs because of the
specialized nature of educational dissemination. The qualifications needed

for effective outreach linkage are not necessarily limited to teacher educators

in SCDEs and Teacher Corps shduld endeavor to secure the most competent persomn-

nel for this vital task.
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We suggesf that the boundaries of the Teacher Corps network system }ollow,

at least generally, those of the Department of Edlcation’'s regions to increase
the potential for coordinating effort with other Federq]]y supported programs
administered or supported regfonally. A regional Teacher Corps network system,
however, is not considered feasible at the minimum level of program outreach
support. In that situation we recommend that differential funding (discussed
on pages 28 to 30) be set up to provide anitional funding for projects that
have more capability in educational RZD and/or commitment to D& to assist
other projects.

The variation in the cost estimates for the medium and maximum outreach
programs is based upon different ratios of the number of full-time equivalent
(FTE) network professional staff personnel to the number of Teacher Corps
projects in each region (I:15 and 1:10 respectively). Table 8 indicates the
number of personnel who would be involved in three different regional config-
urations {see also the maps on pages 52 to 54). As the number of Teacher
Corps projects in a given region varied over the years, the FTE ratio could be
adjusted without much disturbance in the cqntinuity of personnel. For example,
if the number of projects in ED Region IV were to increase from 20 to 23 the
regional network staff could be increased from 2.0 to 2.3 FTE staff by
contracting for the part-time services of an available educational linkage
specialist. The saﬁe principle would work in reverse but, to ensure continuity.l
no region would ever have fewer than one (1.0 FTE) network staff person. The
estimated cost of the regional network system is determined on the basis of
$20,900 or $25,000 per project served (medium and maximum support levels)
plus a personnel allowance of $25,000 for each FTE staff person, prorated as
necessary. Other costs are estimated on a national basis although there

would Tikely be regional variation. (Text continues on page 55.)

19:;
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TABLE 8.

Number of Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network
Professional Staff Personnel tn Ratios of 1:15 and 1:10 to the
Number of Projects in Three Configurations of Department of Education Regions

Ten ED and TC Regions
(Map on page 52)

Eight TC Regions
(Map on page 53)

~ Six TC Regions
(Map on page 54)

Regions

Network
Staff

Ratio

IProjects

Regions

Number
of

Staff

Network

Ratio

Projects

Regions

Number
of
Projects

Network
Staff Ratio

1:15 | 1:10 1:15 1:10 1:15

1:10

10 1.0 1.0 10 1.0 1.0

14 0.1 1.4 14
15 . 1.5 15
20

24 1.6

} 1 2.4

1.0 1.4

1.5

1.0
1.3
1.5
1.1

2.0
2.2
2.7

20

22 . i 22
17 ) 1. 17

6
7

13 1.0 1.3

6 ] 1. 6| 21

1.4 2.1




Distribution of Teachef Corps Projects in Ten ED Regions.

FIGURE 1.

REGION X
Alaska

oretdn

Washington

REGION VI(1

Colorado
Montana
North Dakota
South Dakota

REGION 1

Copnecticut 2
Maine * . 1 -
Massachusetts 4
Mew Hampshire 1
Rhode [sland :

REGION VII

Towa I
Kansas 1
Missouri 2
Nebraska 2

REGION ¥

M linois
Indiana

Michigan
Minnesota Boston Area

New York City
Ohio Hew Jersey .
Philadelphia Area
Delaware
Maryland
Washington, DC-
Arlington, VA

REGION II

New Jersey l
Hew York ?
1

Wisconsin

* Puerto Rico
®* Yirgin Islands

REGION 111

Delaware

District of Columbia
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Virginia

West Virginia

REGION Ix

Ar{zona
California
Hawaii

Nevada

- ® American’ Somoa
Trust Territory

* Guam
Weke Islands

of the Pacific .

REGION V1

Arkansas 1
Louisiana

New Mexico 1
Oklahoma 2
Texas 10

REGION IV

Alabama
Florida

Georg

fa

Kentucky

Mississippi
North Carolfina 2
South Carolina 2
Tennessee

In this configuration the Teacher Corps Regional Qutreach Support Networks coincide with The Department

of Education regions; I (Boston), II {New York), III {(Philadelphia), IV (Atlanta), V (Chicago), VI (Dallas),
VII (Kansas City), VIII (Denver), IX {San Francisco), and X {Seattle). -

L]
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REGION X

Alaska .
Idaho
Oregon
Washington

REGION IX

Arizona

California

Hawaii

Nevada

. ® Amer{can Somoa
Trust Territory

of the Pacific

s Guam 1

Wake Islands

REGION VIII

‘Colorado

Montana
North Dakota
South Dakota
Utah

FIGURE 2. Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Eight Regions.

. REGION 1
REGION ¥I11 Connecticut i

Maine
Towa -1 .
P L LA i
:;::::E; § }llinois Rhode Tsiand 1
ndiana

Michigan Boston Area

Ninnesota New York City
New Jersey -
Wisconsin Philadelphia Area
Delaware™
Maryland
Washington, DC-
Arlington, YA

[ F NN L. Y

REGION 11

New Jersey. 3
New York ?
1

* Puerto Rico
+ ® Virgin Islands

REGION 111

Delaware

District of Columbia
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Virginia

West Virginia

REGION 1V ~

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Mississippi
North Carolina

REGLON VI Sguth Carolina

Arkansas | 1 Tennessee

Louisiana 3

New Mexico 1

Oklahoma 2

Texas 10

PR R w N R W e

In this c0nfigﬁration the Department of Education Regions VII (Kansas City) and VIII (Denver) are
combined into a singie Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network as are Regions IX {San
Francisco and X (Seattle); the.remaining Networks coincide with the ED Regions.
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FIGURE 3. Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Six Regions.

REGION X . .
Alaska REGION V111

l .
ldaho 1 " Colorado . .
Oregon 1 . Montana - : : REGION I
Washington 2 . North Dakota REGION ¥ITI Connecticut

South Dakota Iowa . 1 ::12:chuse:ts
Utsh Kansas 1 REGION ¥V .+ oy -Hampshire

Missouri 2 )
Nebraska 2 }15123:5 Rhode 1sland

Michigan Boston Area
g;?gqsota_ . :eu Sork City
. ew Jersey
Wisconsin _ Philadelphia Area
: Delaware
Maryland
Washington, DC-
Arlingten, YA

REGION 11

New Jersey 3
New York %
1

* puerto Rico
* ¥irgin Islands

REGION 111

Delaware

District of Columbia
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Yirginia

West Yirginia

" REGION IX REGION 1V
Arizona Alabama
California Elg:;?:

::::;: ‘ ; q 4 Kentucky
- ® American Somoa . Mississippi

Trust Territor F North Carolina 2
of the Pacif%% ' REGION VI South Carolina 2

s Guam - H Arkansas 1 ) Tenmessee
Wake Islands touisiana
Kew Mexico 1
Oklahoma 2
Texas 10

.In this configuration Department of Education Regions I (Boston) and Il §New York) are combined, as are
Regions III {Philadelphia)} and V {Chicago)}, Regions VI {Dallas) and VII (Kansas City), and Regions VIII
(Denver) and X (Seattle). Regions IV (Atlanta) and IX (San Francisco) remain as separate units.
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0f the sih possibilities (two ratios in three configuratione) we Judge
that {given the present distribution of projects, throughout the country) the ™
optimal system of networking and outreach linkage wou]d be provided by having
one FTE staff person for every 10-projects in efght Teacher Corps regions.
‘Cﬂﬁb1N1n9 ED Regfons VIT with VIIT and IX with X, although the geographic
;areds (see Figure 2, page 53) are large indeed, is more economical in terms -
of the ratio of network staff to projects ser;eo. In¢addition, the cities
of Denver and ‘San Francisco, where the Network staff would I;Le[y be located,
both have superior transportation facilities to compensate foh.the distances
between-some of the more remote projects. jAlthough at’a 1:15 ratio it would
take only 9.3 FTE network staff to serve these eight regions, it was the

consensus amoné:oor advisors and reviewers that the Exechtive.SecretarieS.

in the previous.Teacher Corps regional configuration of 12 networks, could

. serve about 10 projects most eff1c1ent1y.
The estimated annua] costs of this outreach component are stated in:

terms of opt1ons depending upon the ratio of FTE network staff professiona]s‘

i

to the number of prodEcts (odt of 132) served.

Levels of Qutreach Program Support

5

Mechanism or Activity .
(Minimum level not included) ' Medium Maximum -

Basis for Network Budget, per project $ 20,000 $ 25,000 .
Ratio of Staff FTE per project 1:15 1:10

Ten Regions; 132 projects h $2,640,000 $3,300,000.
11.0 and 14.4 FTE 220,000  «- 360,000

37,860,000 33,660,000

Eight Regions; 132 projects- $2,640,000 53,360,000 '
330,000

9.3 and 13.2 FTE : 186,000 ,
37,826,000 " 33,630,000




N

. . Medfum -  ° Maximum
. . - ‘
Six Regfons; 132 projects $2,640,000 $3,300,000
6.5 and 9.5 FTE . 130,000 237,500

Support for Deans Councils (allowances* , ¥ 132,000 . $ 396,000
of $1,000 or $3,000 for each project) . :

Sﬁppqﬁt-for Superintendents Councils* $ 132,000 $ 396,090 .

-

.*Regarded by some reviewers as a politically astute investment for in-
stitutionalization and outreach but by others as simply yindow dressing or

boondnggles. , A
The five-year projections are based upon an éighf‘region configuration

and iqclude the following variables:

- ‘Levels of Qutreach Program Support

|8

Medium Maximum

Per Project Operating Budget " $ 20,000 $ 25,000 ¢

Ratio of Network FTE Staff | ‘
to Projects in Region . ‘ 1:15 - 1:10

Allowance for Deans Council, $ 1,000 $ 3,000'
per Project S

Allowance for Superintendents $ 1,000 $ 3,000
Council, per Project

- The estimate for each year (below) includes the costs for each of the

. factors above and network staff costs for the number of projects indicated:

: . Staff - . stafe
Fiscal Year No. Projects FTE 3 .Medium FTE Maximum

1982 172 11.5 %.4,014,000 17.2 $ 5,762,000
1983 1212 14.1 4,946,000 21.2 7,102,000
1984 173 11.5 4,036,000 17.3 5,795,000

1985 160 10.7 3,734,000 16.0 5,360,000
1986 200 -13.4 4,668,000 20.0 6,714,000

’ TOTALS $21,398,000 $30,719,000
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Preparation of local. informatiop materfals, including newsletters, .

frti?}254 media reléases, etc., for $preadsof project information
ocally. A .

Minimum: Teacher Corps Cdgmunications Prdject provides-guide-

. dines, "how-to" Materials,. and Vinkage with local
A public_information- agenctes. . ‘

X Medium; Regional Networks cpordinate training of project
o . -personnel in use of xhow-to" materials; provide
Tinkage with TCCP and other information agencies.
- » - -

Maximum: Regional Networks provide trainjﬁg and- technical

assistance as needed for projects in the prepara-
tion of effective information materials.

'
The next four Teacher Corps outréach s}stem components fnyolve éost
estimates and projections of funds that we recommend be a]]ocated;(thaﬁ is,”
set'asiqe) for gxﬁenditure in each Teacher qups broject budget; we.are not
discussing “ngw" or "additional" program funds but rather the allotment of
'.Speéifié minimum proportions of each project's budget to carry ﬁut kmporfant

outreach activities at particular times. Thus, the cost figures areq&irecbli

" related to the demonstration/dissemination mandate of the Teacher Corps but

are not really separate from the ﬁrogr&n fynding amounts authorized and/or

appropriated by the Conﬁress each year. o

-

ieacher Corps Projeet ° Estimated Anntal Costs
Local Information Materials .
: Min imum Medium Maximum

Annual costs calculated at

2, 3, and 4 percent of average $528,000 $792,000 $1,056,000
annual project budget estimated ' :
to be $200,000 for each of 132 . . . ;
project; projections based on Costs Projected Over Five Years
the assumed number of projects . (ATTocated from project grant funds)
operating over the five-year ) ‘ '

period (1982-86) $1,834,000 $2,751,000 . $3,668,000




‘ The .importance of effecttve comounications between Teacher Corps projects
and local community groups {parents, civic leaders,;taxpayer organtzations,
etc.) has been well established in practice Teacher Corps projects through-
out the country have experienced improved community relations by pub]ishing
and‘distributing print materia]s, producing mMedia presentations for pub]ic

‘meetings, and so forth. Among such materia]s are the fo]lowing

Newsletter ’ °  Radio and television

presentattons Saudio

° Community Council- election goides and videothpes

° Project infonnation brochures ° lnfonmationa] pcsters

° Slide-4a pe presentations about ° Project reports
projecP gctivities o . .

*

We recommend that all Teacher Corps projects receiﬁe guidahce in'the'preparation

of public information materials_to enhance pubfic acceptance of project efforts.

Our calculations were based on the assumption thg (given past practices)
over the fi?e‘years of a project's lifa the average annual budget would.oe T .
$200,000.* An average project expenditure of tﬁo perceht of its annual budget,'.:
$4,000 per year on local pub]1c information, is not regarded as more thah a’
very minimal 1n\estment to reach an aud1ence that is crucial to 1nst1tutrona11-
zation of a project's program. The projections for 1982-1986 were based upon
the following factors:

Program Number of Number of . Total " Total Total
Cycle Projects ._Years ® $2.,000 © $3,000 @ 54,900'

78 " 79 ) $ 316,000 $ 474,000 $ 632,000
79 53 - - 318,000 477,000 636,000
81 40 400,000 600,000 800,000
82 40 . 320,000 . ' 480,000 640,000
83 40 : 240,000 360,000 480,000
84 40 160,000 240,000 - 320,000 °
85 40 ‘ 80,000 120,000 160,000 .

* The program Rules and Regulations. state that the maximum‘amount‘a project
might receive over five years is $1,100,000, or an average of $220,000.

’ e
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Preparation of promotional, 1nstruct10na1,-and support materials
for spread and exchange and use in choice and implementation
activities and project-developed innovations.

Minimum: Projects with high R&D capabilicy and D& commitment
receive.supplementary funding for outreach; other

projects get assistance from TCCP within fundIng

1imitations.

Regional Netorks facilitate collaboration between
strong R&D/DEY projects and “adopter” projects;
coordinate direct assistance to projects‘by TCCP,
TCOP, educational marketing groups. -

Maximum: Regional Networks provide technical assistance in
materials preparation or coordinate delivery by TCCP
andfor of highly specialized educational m&rketIng

serv1ces, and so forth.

\

This outreach system component also involves the ailocation‘qf local project

budgets rather than program funds although, with & system of differential

funding, the developer/demonstrator projects end up spending more on dissemi-

nation materials than will the adopter projects., For projecting thescosts,

however, we have relied upon average figures for all projects to. arrive at

an estimate of the total of hroject‘budgei monies that we recommend be allo-

cated to this cbmponent.

Teacher Corps Project
. Dissemiration Materials

Annual costs calculated at 4, 6,
and 8 percent of the average
fourth and fifth year budgets of

'132 projects; average annual project’

budget estimated at $150,000; pro-
dections based on the number of
projects operating in- fourth and
fifth years of program cycle in
1982-1986

Estimated Annual Costs
(for 132 Projects)

Minimum Medium - Max imum

$792,000 $1,188,000 $1,584,000

Costs Projected Over Five Years
(ATTocated grom project grant funds)

$2,3Q4,000 $3,456,000 '$4,608,000




-60-

As Téacheﬁ'Ebrps projects undertake outreach activities they will have
"to prepare a variet} of promotional, informational, and "how-to" materials io
facilitate adoption and adaptation. Emrick and Peterson {1978) have defined
such materials ("brochures, manuals, workbooks, handbooks, éiimstrips, video~
tapes, and other hard-copy or mediated presentations of information") in three
categories:
° Descripfive materials: printed matter, visual displays, and

other hard-copy information designed to communicate what the
new knowledge, product or practice is, how it can be used, and

what benefits will accrue from use.

Instructiona) materials: the textbooks, workbooks, audiovisual
sequences, and other items which make up the basic curriculum
or content of the educational process (curriculum materials that
are not central to the innovation are classified as support
materials).

Support materials: printed matter, audiovisual aids, and other
informational components that occupy a background or optional
status; suppot} materials include elements of an innovation's
curriculum, marnagement, and implementation that are neither
central to the i1nnovation nor essential to its utilization.

The capability of projects to produce such materials may be closely related, we
suspect, tq the general level of productivity in educational R&D. Thus, inp 2
~ Teacher Corps program of minimum outreach effort we would not expect more than
2 third of all projects to (1) develop really_ﬁnﬁdvative school improvement or
égucafionai bersonnel training programs or {2) need technical assistance to
prepare dissemination materials.

In arriving at the estimated annual cost that existing projects should
allocate to the production and deliverj of dissemination materials we assumed
tﬁat an average budget for Teacher Corps projects in-the fourth year would be

$175,000 and in the fifth year $125,000; we took the average for the two years,

$150,000, and calculated the minimum, medium, and maximum levels of expenditures

by projects at four, six, and eight perbent of the total for 132 projects. To

arrive at a five-year projection of the costs of dissemination materials we
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noted (from Table 6} that only Programs 78, 79, 81, and 82 would have projects
in their fourth and fifth years during 1982-1986. Using an annual average

budget of $150,000, we again calculated the amounts to be allocated at four,

$ix, and eiﬁht percent,

»

No. of No. of Level of Outreach Support
Projects Projects Total No.

in 4th in 5th of Project- Minimum Medium Maximum
Year Year Years ($6,000) ($9,000) {$12,000)

79 79 158 $ 948,000 $ 1,422,000 $ 1,896,000
53 53 106 636,000 954,000 1,272,000
40 40 80 480,000 720,000 960,000
40 - 40 240,000 36,000 480,000




Documentation and evaluation to provide data on evidence of effective-
ness of products/practices for Review and Endorsement assessment process.
Minimum: ‘Locai projects use IHE rescurces or those of nearby

Teacher Corps projects with strong R&D capabilities;

TCDP assists as possible.

Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among

projects as necessary to facilitate Review and Network

Endorsement processes.

Maximum: Req1ona1 Networks provide training and technical assis-

tance in documentation and eva]uat1on, direct Network
Endorsement process. : -

This component also involves the allocation of project funds, and as with
the previous system component, would vary considerably among individual projects
because of differential funding.

This component, and even more so the following one on pyoduct validation,
provides a great deal of contention among our consultants and advisors. Advice
for allocating Teacher Corps funds for product review, endorsement, and/or
validation ranges from "nothing" to "whatever it takes." We are always brought
up short by the qugstion, "What does Teacher Corps want its projects to do?"
Without clear guidelines on expectations for outreach performance by projects.
we are not able to provide a précise answer to the question and others of the

sort that it elicits, such as:

"Are all projects expected to produce products and piactices that
will have national significance?"

"How inuch scrut1ny is ‘enough' in determining the effectiveness of

an inservice teacher education program or similarly complex

educaticnal innovation?”
Until such time as there are clear Jguidelines we have resorted to calculation
of cost estimates that assume an average "reasonable” investmept in program

documentation and evaluation. With mény projects eliminating the staff posi-

tion of docusentor/evaluator--our own notion is‘that many could benefit from

adding writer-editors to project staff--the situation will remain unclear

until guidelines are promulgated.




Project Documentation and Estimated Annual Costs
Evaluation of Programs ' {For 132 Projects)

Minimum Medium Max imum

Annual costs calculated at 10, 15, ’

and 20 percent of the average second $3,300,000 $4,950,000 $6,600,000
and third year budgets of 132 projects; )

average annual budget estimated at Costs Projected Dver Five Years
$250,000; projections based on the ‘
number of projects in the second and (Allocated from.project grant funds)
third years of operation in 1982-1986 $8,325,000 $12,487,500 $16,650,000

e |

1f the Teacher Corps is to become a program demonstrating "exemplary"

school improvement and educational personnel develdpment programs then it is

1
absolutely Fmperative that projects systematically collect, analyze, and act

upon evaluative data to assess the effects of their products and practices.
There can be no plausible evidence of effectiveness if some measurements of
“change are not made against baseline data, Without any evidence of effec-
tiveness no reasonably skeptical educator will seriously entertain the prospects
of adopting an educational program.

Our estimates of the costs of documentation and evaluation (discussed
here as an outreach component although both are already incorporated in
project budgets for program development and imp]ement;tioﬁ) are based upon
the assumption that af least ten percent of the deveiopmgptal effort of 2
Teacher Corps project ought to be allocated for these functions to ensure
adequate evidence of program effectiveness. We assume an average prodecf
budget, in the second and third development/training years, of $250,000. .
The estimates of 10, 15, and 20 percent of these annual budgets {for the
minimum, medium, and maximum levels), are based upon a minimum éllocation
of $20,000 for project staff salaries «for documentation and evaluation and
$5,000 for specialized assistance in evaluation. We judge that this amount
will provide a minimally effective job of documentation and evéluation and

that additional investment by projects will yield even better returns in

the plausibility of claims of effectiveness.

21w,
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The five-year projections take into account the following factors:

" No. of No. of ' tevel of Qutreach Support
Projects Projects Total No. .
Program 1in 2nd in 3rd of Project- Mi nimum Medium Maximum
Cycle Year Year Years ($25,000) ($37,500)  ($50,000}

79 - 53 53 $1,325,000 $1,987,500 $2,650,000
81 40 ' 40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
82 40 40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
83 40 .40 80 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000
84 40 - 40 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000,000
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Validation of evidence of effectiveness of products and practices
as prescreening for review by Joint Dissemination Review Pane! (JDRP)

Minimum: TCDP provides referrals for any projects needing
assistance {(ED Regional offices, Teacher Corps
projects with high R&D capab1]1t1es)

Regional Networks facilitate validation process
for regional projects; provide referrals; forward
va]1dated products to program office.

Maximum: Reg1ona] Networks provide training and technical
' assistance in validation procedures; forward
validated products to program office.

° .

The amounts of project -budget funds to be allocated that are suggested

here, as with the previous,two components, will vary from project to project

because of differential funding. 8ut rather than just project average program
calculations in estimating the investment to be made in product validation, we
have tried to estimate just how many Teacher Corps members are likely to seek
JDRP's exemplary designation for the educational products they have developed
in their projects.

Thé numbers nlay appear low to some readers;'we base our judgment thqt
Teacher Corps projectg will not- seek JDRP abprova] in large numbers on (1)
past experience with the Teacher Corps program, (2} the information given us
about project intentions by the Executive Secretaries of the former regional
networks, and (3) the prediction by some observers that the JORP itself may be

radically altered ar abolished in the reasonably near future.

Validation of Evidence of
Product /Practice Effectiveness Estimated Annual Costs

Annual costs estimated on the basis Minimum Medium Max imum
.of 10, 15, and 25 percent of .26 .
projects (approximately ome-third of $ 6,000 $ 85000 $ 14,000
the Program 78) spending $2,000 for :
validation assistance; projections Costs Projected Over Five Years
. are based on the same proportian of (Al1Tocated from project grant funds)
. projects in 5th year of operation ' .
between 1982 and 1986 $ 12,000 $ 18,000 $ 32,000
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Our interaction with Teacher. Corps project personnel has led us to con-

clude that, without external stimulus such as the peer pressure provided by

the regional or special purpose group of projects, very few of them are likely

to submit evaluation data on their products or prdctices to the Joint Dissemi-

nation Review Panel {JDRP). It is possible, given future budget restrictions,

that more projects than has been the case up to now will come to recognize the

¢
potential for support of outreach activites through the National Diffusion Net-

A~ : :
work {NDN) and seek exemplary status for their innovations from the JDRP, the

criterion for NDN consideration. We doubt! however, if it would be a signifi-

cantly larger proportion.

Qur projections of resources necessary to support

validation, therefore, are based upon the following assumptions about how projects

are likely to behave under varying circumstances of program outreach support.

Minimum Level

 Medium Level \

Maximum Level

Very few projects would
seek to have products/
practices validated;
although the Teacher
Corps Outreach Project
{if established) could
provide referrals for
assistance with the pre-
screening process for
JDRP submission we doubt
if more than 10 percent
of all projects would
undertake the effort

With some additional peer

pressure for the assess-

ment of product effective-

ness {depending on the
"strength” of regional
network activity? we
would expect that the
proportion of projects
seeking validation could
rise to 15 percent

-A strong system of

regional networks
would both stimulate
projects to undertake
validation and assist
them in the process;
we would expect that
as many as 25 percent
of all projects would
prepare JDRP submis-
sions

For both the estimated annual costs and the five-year projections we assume that

only one-third of the projects will ever have products and practices developed to

the point where ‘evidence of effectiveness could be reviewed by the JDRP. We esti-

mate that the cost of technical assistance for product validation would average

about $2,000. Thus, one-third of the seventy-nine Program 78 projects, 26 might

be expected to have evaluation data that could be reviewed by the JDRP. If ten

-
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percent of the 25 (rounded up to 3) sought JORP- approval we would estimate

an expendituﬂﬂ of project funds of $§.000 fdf prescreening assistance. In

the five year period 1982 to 1986 the numbers of projects in each program
cycle in the fifth year is as follows: '

Estimated Number of Submissions
No. of One-third

Prgjects with Oata Level of Qutreach Support
in 5th Suitable Minimum Med1um Maximum
Year for JORP (10%) _(15%) (25%)

79 26 3 4
53 18 2 3
40 13 1 2 .

6 9
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Presentations at local, state, regional, and national meetings of
educat ional organizations and publication in professional journals,
etc., to spread information and facilitate exchange. '

Minimum: AlT projects allocate resources to make presentations
to appropriate audiences; the most productive projects
receive supplemental funding for presentations and
publication. .

Regional Networks promote participat1on by projects
in regional meetings and collaborate with TCCP in
making effective use of pub]ication opportunities by
Teacher Corps projects.

Maximum: Regional Networks conduct regional meetings in school
improvement and educational personnel training programs;
coordinate other regional and national project presenta-

. tions.

The cost estimates and projectiohs for the next two outreach system com-
ponents are based upon proportions of the amounts recommended for shifting
among projects in the differential system of grant awards. Thus, we are again
looking at the prescribed allocation of authorized program funds rather than
additional support necessary to operate the outreach system.

The presumption'behind the diminution oflamounts shifted among the pro-

jects at the higher Tevels-of outreach program support is that, as the support

projects and regional networks become more effibiekt in improving the capabilities
of all projects to develop and tmplement etfective school improvement programs,
theee will be less need for additional grant‘support to support the technical
assistance provided at the Towest level of outreach program support by the
developer/demonstrator projects.

The national impact of this component of the Teacher Cerps dissemination
system would, we judge, be enhanced considerably, particularly at the mi ni mum.
feve] of support for outreach, if the most proeuctive projects-received sup-
elemental funding for the costs incurred in travel to profesejpnal organization

meetings and for personnel resources invested in preparing articles, reports,

213
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etc.,, for publication in éducation Journals, Table 6.mqkes clear that dif-
ferential funding of projects, moreover, need not have any efféct upon the
overall level of program funding 1f the reduction in funding levels for _
1ow-Tevel ‘producing adopter projects fs transferred to the more productive
developer/demonstration projects. (The amounts suggested in the three levels
decl1ne as they go from the minimum to maximum because the regional network
system would provide training and techﬁical assistance In these activities .

and pick up some of the "slack,")

Presentations at educational
meetinge and publication in . Estimated Annual Costs
education journals

Minimum_~ Medium Max{imum
Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 praﬁects)
based on average of 57 :

projects using 25 percent $ 743,750 $ 601,250 $ 387,500

of average amount of ?rant '
furds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Over Five Years -
projects; five-year oro- (Program funds reallocated among all projects)
jections follow same formula i

using data on projects and $4,037,500 $3,285,000 $2,156,250
funding shifts from Table 6 : '

To project the resources to be allocated for this outreach component we
have assumed that apprpximately one-fourth of the aﬁount shifted among projects
fhrough differential grant funding (Table 6 on page 29) woﬁ]d be utilized for
presentations and publication activity, (The remaining three-fotrths would be
allocated for the three outréach system compohents ﬁiscussed next: dissemina-
tion of innqutions via established dissemination systems, operation of demon-
stration centers, and providing technical assistance to adopters,) The cost
data above Ssimply represent 25 percent of the amounts recommended for shifting
among projects. The. amfua)l gdst estimates are equal to one-fourth of the
amounts to be shifted amoﬁg 176 operating Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal

year 1982, The 5? most productivé projects would receive additional support
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to share information with other educators. The projections of costs
over the next five years have been calculated in exactly the same way:

the figure of $2,156,250 is equal to one-fourth of the sum of the amounts

transferred among projects in the maximum level of outreach program support

for the period 1982-198é.
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10. Dissemination of {nnovative materials through state or federally
funded dissemination systems to stimulate exchange and choice
activities.

Minimum: A1l projects make use of ERIC and similar state
‘information systems or networks; e]igible projects
*seek funding from NDN.

Regional Networks facilitate submissions by pfojects
to dissemination systems and maintain 1inkage with
state€ and regional agencies.

Maximum: Regional Networks provide training and technical
assistance in accessing various systems; provide
linkage between projects and agencies.

The data underlying the cost estimates for this outreach system compo~

nent were calculated in the same way as they ‘were for the previous activity,

presentations and publicatfon.

Dissemination Through Existing
State and Federally Funded Estimated Annual Costs
Dissemination Systéms

b3

Minimum Medium Max tmum
Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 projects)
based on average of 57
projects using 5 percent . -+ $°148,750 $ 120,250 $ 77,500
of average amount of grant .
funds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Over Five Years
projects; five-year pro- (Program funds reallocated among all projects)
jections follow same formula -
for years 1982-1986 $ 808,250 ~$'657,00D $ 431,250

1

This outreach system component‘wouid also benefit from differential -
funding of Teacher Corps projects because those projects that were the most

product ive would have the most‘to disseminate. The lower costs, however, of

utilizing existing dissemination systeﬁs (such as ERIC, NDN, RDx, or the state

dissemination programs established by the NIE State Jissemination Grants
Program} will not reguire extensive expenditures of either Teacher Corps pro-
gram or project funds. _The estimates for annual and five-year costs above
.were determined in the samé‘way as those for the preceding component_(preséni

tations and publication) except that we assumed that five percent of the total
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amounts shifted among projects would be sufficient for this activity.

Most of the expenditures 3nt1cipated for this component would Be for

project staff time to establish and maintain linkage with diésemiﬁation
system peréonneL% prepare Fateria]s for submission, and so fgrth. (Costs
of'qva}ﬁation consultants to assist projects in prescreening evaluation
data of products and praclices to be submitted to the JDRP are subsumed
under the outreach System component for validation, pages 65 to 67-above.)
In the more optimal outré;ch system configurat;gns, Teacher Corps'projécts.
would receive assistance in utilizing dissemination agencies from regional
network staff personnel. '

Table 6 provides the annunts'?eqommended for differential funding of ,
projects according to their levels of educational R&D productivity.and/br
comnitment to educational D&U. The medium level annual cost estimate,
$120,250, is équa} to five percent of $2,405,000, the total amount to be
shifted among all Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal 1982. The $657,000.
five-year projectfon at the middle level df outreach support is equa].fo‘

five percent of the total shift in Teacher Corps funﬁs of $13,14b,000
over the years 1982-1986. : -




.

last Operation of demonstration programs (classrooms, inservice :

centers,. etc.) to ?rovide for exchange and to facilitate
choice by potentia adoptors.

Minimum: All projects conduct some demonstration activi-
. ties; most productive products get supplemental
funding from Teacher COFPS program.

Regional Networks coordinate coTlaboration "among
projects to maximize impagt of demonstration
activities by Teacher Corps projects in région.

Maximum: Regional Networks proy1de training and technical

. assistance to proJects in establishing demonstra-
tion programs; coordinate with NDN. -

The estimates of cost for the next. two outreach systeT_ESTponents , ‘Op-

eration of demonstration programs and providing on-s1te technical assistance

" to adopters, have been calculated 1n terms of ranges of eggenditures Be--

cause there is such a wide variation in costs 1nvo]ved in operat1ng demonstra-
tion sites and providing technical assistance to adoﬁters we have ca]culated
cost est1mates and projections using a range of 30 to 60 percent of the total
fourth and fifth year budgets of Teacher‘éorps_projects to accommodate_the4-

wide range of possib#lities for each of the tﬁo outreach components.

L
- -

Operation of Demonstration Est imated Annual Costs (Fiscal 1983}’
Centers :
' _ Minimum Medlum Maximum
Annual estimates based upon (Program Tunds realiocated among 132 projects)

the allocation of 30 to 60

percent of 132 program 78 and $7,745,000--(ranging up to}--$11,490,000
79 budgets in fiscal year

1983; five-year projections Costs Projected Over Five Years
based. upon same proportions (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and
of - all1 projects in fourth 5th year projects) : s
and fifth years of opera- -

tion in 1983-1986 $18,877,500--(ranging up to)--$37,755,000

"}
The operation of demonstration sites is an important element of outreach

for many if not most innovative educational programs. Providing potential
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adopters with personal observation, training, or other experience with the
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operatien of demonstratieﬁ classrooms, teacher inservice centers, and the
like verj often facilitates the choice among alterndtive programs. We rec--
ommend that all Teacher Corps projects, unless their'products and praEtices
simply do not lend ehemselves to eSQervation, operate some sort of demonstra-

4tion service even if limited in avai]abi]ity'only to educators in the immediate

region or state. . »

In order to maximize the impact of the innovatfve products and practices
deve]opeﬁ by productive Teacher Corps prOJects we recommend that a substantial
. proport1on of their differential funding be al]ocated if appropriate to the
operat1on of ]arge-sca]e demonstration facilitfes. Estimates of the annual
five-year costs of Teacher Corps demonstration centers involve funds from
the feurth and fifth year budgets of each project; the differentia] support
of the more productive projects is already built into the system of separate
funding- for ‘adopter anp‘developer/demonsteator projects. The amounts indi-
cated above.suggest the';gigl that might'be investe& ie demons}ration site
operaiionS' the data in Table S {next pagej give a more complete picture of
var1at1on among projects JﬂThe data for fiscal year 1983 are presented
_primarily to give an exmﬁgle of what a given year might Took ]1ke when there
' are projects in both ‘the fourth and fifth years of oqgrat1on.
The range of possibilities for a-giveq projec; to spend on operating a
demons;ration'center thus ranges from $22,500 for a fifth year low-productivity
" Program 78 project-spending 30 percent of its annual budget in the minimum
outreach support program configura%ion to $135,000 for a Program ?9-prqject
spending 60 percent of‘its fourth year budget in the minimum outreach program

sdpport situation.
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TABLE 9,

Range of Potential Eupenditures from Teacher (orps Project Budgets for Operation
of Demonstration Centers: Fiscal Year 1983. pPercents are of Amounts Recommended
for Differential Funding in Teble 6.

f
Differential Bud%et Levels (In Thousands of Dollars) Fiscal Year 1983
Min fmum Medum

Approximate Number
of Projects at Each
Level of Productivity

Max imum
‘Percent

Program
Cycle

Amount
Reond,

Percent

kL] 60

30

Amount Percent ﬂ Amount
Recmd, 60 Reend,

0

60

L] 7%
125
175

5.0
75.0
105.0

LI

125
165

51.0
75.0
99.0

$ 100

150

30.0

37.5
¥

45.6

60.0
75.0
%0.0

125
175
225

75.0
105.0

13%
- 175

Bl.0
105.0

150
175

45.0
52.%
£0.0

50.0
105.0

$19.150

s || 218
11,490 [[$19,150/

129.0 200
11,490 || $19.150

9,745 -

120.0
11.490

-

\30 the.ranges represented-

by calculating 30 and 60 percent of the total expenditures (from Table 5)

The five~year projections are simply equal

foraa]] fourth and fifth year projects during the period 1982-1986:

Fiscal Year (In thoutands of dollars)

Program
+ 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Cycle

78 13,825 9,875

79 9,275 7,950

81 _ 8,000 6,000
82 - 8,000
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Fi

Providing on-site technicalassistance to adopters in tne imb]emen-
tation of project-developed products and practices.

Minimum: "Eligible projects get NDN funding; other productive
' projects with strong D&U capabilities. get supplemen-
tary program funding.

Medium: Regional Networks facilitate collaboration among
adopter and demonstrator projects to improve the
capabilities of all to assist adopters/adapters.

*Maximum: Regional Networks condiict training and technical
assistance for regional projects-to establish im-
plementation service capability.

As with the previous component the cost estimates for this outreach
system activity have been calculated in terms of ranges of expend1tures that

coyld conceivably be 1nvolved in pr0v1d1ng technical assistance to adopters,

| On-site technical assistance Estimated Annual Costs {Fiscal 1983}

- to adopters implementing pro- , : T

ducts "and practices - Minimum Medium - Maximym .
(Program funds reallocated among 132 projects)

Annual estimates based upon _

the allocation of 30 to 60 $5,745,000--(ranging up to)--$11,490,000

percent of 132 Program 78 -

and 79 project budgets for Costs Projected Over Five Years

1983; projections based upon (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and
- same proportions in fourth 5th year projects) - :

and fifth year budgets of , '

all projects in 198221986 . $18,877,500--(ranging up to)--$37,755,000

The provisions of technical assistance in helping adopter§ adapt project-
developed innovations is essentfa]_to ensure that products and practices will
be disseminated successfully around the ccuntry. Because, however, we can ex-
pect such a diverse range of products and practices, each requiring varying
amounts of personal intervention by "credible" developer personnel providing as-
sistance to adopﬁers during the implementation phase, we have found it necessary\
to recommend a rénge of possible expenditures for this outreach System component.

The calculations have been wmade in the same way as were the figures for the bre- -

vious component, operating demonstration sites, and are, consequently equivalent.

221
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Commercial publication of effective Eroject developed

materials; spread, exchange, and choice done by
publ1sher, 1mp1ementation contracted.

Minimum: Any project with commercia]]y attractive
materials can get assistance from publishers;
TCDP.'provides referrals as possible.

Regional Networks facilitate interaction with
" projects and publishers; coordinate technical
assistance between projects and TCDP.

Max imum: Regional‘\ tworks provide linkage between

projects fand publication specialists; maintain
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions.
e

Perhaps the most effective educational dissemination system operating

in the United States is the commerical publishing industry. Though Teacher
Corps innovations will likely be more in the realm of processes and practices,
there will be some materials that may have commercial appeal and projects-
should be encouraged to seek such-publication.

Beyondbthe few instances of personal linkage service suggested above
the costs of commercial publication are borne by the publishers and the
Teacher Corps program will . not need to allocate any funds for this effective

means of outreach.
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TWO COMPQUNDIQG PROBLEMS o
There are two additiona) ;ituations in Teacher Corps that fncrease the
difficulty of'formuIating natidFé] prbgram-poliey with regard to outreach.

- Both are related to the recommended strategy of shifting program resources
among projects to capitalize upon the strengths of projects with institutions
of higher education (IHE) components that are strong in educational know]edge
production and utilization (KPU). fn this report we have ;eferred to these -
projects as those with schools, colleges, or departments of education {SCDEs)

that demonstrate high levels of educational research and development (R&D)

and/or strong institutional commitment to service to local education agencies

{LEAs) through various qhaqne]s of educational® knowledge dissemination and

utilization {(D&V).-
The problem of formd]ating general outreach policy fo} the Teacher Corps‘
program is compounded by these two situations:

® Almost one out of every six projects is directed by an
official of the LEA component; we do not consider the use
of any index of KPU strength for the SCDEs associated with
these projects as a valid predictor of potential for con-
tributing to the overall outreach effort of Teacher Corps.

The geographic distribution of Teacher Cops projects with
SCDEs that are s;agng in KPU is badly skewed; the projects
that have IHE comPonents with high Tevels of educational
RED/DBU capability are concentrated in the northeast and
are virtually absent in the southeast.

LEA-Based Projects

Table 10 indicates the number and regional distribution of Teacher
Corps projects that have directors located in the LEA. We identified a

project as LEA-based-if the address of the project director listed in the

Teacher Corps Directory for 1979-80 gave a LEA location. Whether or not

these data are completely accurate with respect to the LEA or IHE affiliation

223
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of the project director (we did telephone projects in instances where the
dfrectory address did not give a clear indication of either LEA or SCDE
location) the fact remains that approximiter one director out Of every six
has no professional stake in the capabilities of the 1HE component to provide

educational D&U services to adopters beyond the local area. [In addition,

L}

TABLE 10.

Teacher Corps Projects with Directors Located in Local
Education Agenc (LEA) by Productivity of Institution of
Higher Education e&HE) in Each Department of Education Region
(See Appendix A for Complete List)

Number of LEA-Based

g%pggsﬂgzgon n Projects in Fach Level and
Regions and Index of 1HE Productivity Percent -
Number of _ "_ : of
Teacher Corps High . {{ Medium Low [{Totall Total
Projects _L
1 10 11-1-f-1- -11 2 20.0
11 14 - |- ]-ll -1 ﬂ 11 - 2 14.3
111 15 -4 - Q11 ]2 1]2 7 46.7
1v .20 =1~ 1-N-1- 1] - 1 5.0
v 22 1 {- {17 -~ {~- -1 - 2 9.1
vl 17 I' - 1-1--11 -11 2 11.8
V11 - -0
V111 -

Ix -
X 1
Totals 132 1
— e —

Total Number and

Percent in Level 6 26.1
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of the 23 LEA-based projects in the country, 11,‘near1y half, have IHE
components that are rated at the low end of the scale of edqcational RED
productivity. 1In our judgment (1) the lack of professional incentive for
LEA~based project directors to engage in school improvement service activi-
ties beyond the local LEA and (2} the fact that only one-quarter of the
LEA-based projects have SCDE components with sufficiently high R&D producti-
vity to be 1ikely to be classified as developer/demonstrator projects makes
the entire category of projects marginal as potential prospects for contri-
buting to the national Teacher Corps outreach effort. '

But conver;ely, as one of our reviewers pointed out, several of the
LEA-~based projects are directed by persons in the central offices of large

city school districts (Boston, Baltimore, Dallas, New York, Philadelphia,

Pittsburgh, St. Paul) and in state education department agencies (Alaska,

Puerto Rico, and Guam) where the capabilities to perform educational D&U
services in similar contexts might be just as good as or better than many
IMEs. "

We recommend then that Teacher Corps give careful scrutiny to the
proposals for funding as developer/demonstrator projects that may come from
LEA-based projects during the first three or four yeérs of a program cycle.
Though we have perceived that some LEA-based directors have little interest
in engaging in outreach once the objectives for local schooi'improvement
have been accanbiished, on balance we would suggest careful review of
proposals on a.cése-ﬁy-case basis to assess the evidence of commitment to

effective outreach.

Geographic Distribution of Projects

The second situation that we believe makes the formulation of a

national outreach policy more difficult for Teacher Corps is the geographic

225




-82-

maldistribution of profects with IHEs with strong educational R&D and D&U
capabilities. Figure 4 indicates the locations of the Teacher Corps projects
with SCDEs classified as high R&D producers in the 1977 Clark and Guba study
(see also Table 4 on page 23). The concentration of the projects most likely’

to become developer/demonstrator projects in Department of Education Regions.

IT, 111, and particularly V; and the paucity of such projects in Region IV are
particularly apparent. This situation makes the kind of collabortive interaction
of developer/demonstrator projects with adopter projects that we recommend dif-
ficult indeed, even with differential project grant funding and 1inkage support
that would be provided by the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP).

One of our reviewers {who questioned whether. or not the "market" for
Teacher Corps project-produced teacher education materials was large enough to
begin with to justify support of even our minimal outreach program reéommenda-
tions) suggested that at the very least Teacher Corps should concentrate its
resources to assist IHEs in the areas where they were most needed. This suggests
that in a low level program of support for outreach the TCDP Mmight best be
located in the southeastern part of the nation, particularly in light of the
distance between the current concentrations of potential developer/demonstrator
profects and 1ikely adopter projects. A longer term means for “shortening" the
lines for project collaboration would be to fund projects with high R&D/D&U
product ivity SCDE components in the ED Regibn IV although, as presently projected,
this would not occur before fiscal year 1982. The same reviewer, however, had
reservat ions abqut the effect iveness of single-focus-support projects, such as

the TCDP, because of the lack of "ownershfp" in the activity that the reviewer

judged to be characteristic of the relations among colleagues providing collabor-

ative assistance within the regfonal networks.




FIGURE 4. Teacher Corps Projects With High Levels of Educationa) R&D Productivity.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The amounts of Teacher Cofps program funds that go toward the Fourth
0utéome, dissemination for adoption or adaptation, in the next year or five
/!years wi{l, of cohrse,-never be known with any degree of precision.‘ If one
were to add up the figures in Tablg 11, the summary of outreach cost estimates
on page 87, the total's that apparently could be spent would indeed be stag- .
. gering. The sum of the five-year projections in the maximum Outreacﬁlconfig-
uration for funds to be allocated (set aside) and required to operate support

projects and networks is approximately $140 millibn. However, the figures are
not additive; 1t takes a bit more manipulation of the cost estimate data to
arrive at a reasonable estimate of the total amounts of program-funds that
‘might be invested in outreach in the next five years.

We can begin with some broad assunptions‘db0ut the allocation o% project
operating funds and Teacher Corps options for fundiqg>0utreach support projects
and petworks and work toward some more realistic estimates.

If we assume that: Then the "cost" of outreach inciudes:

The total amount of Teacher Corps
project operating funds in the
fifth year of a program cycle goes
for outreach activities, .demonstra-
tion, and dissemination...

The grant awards for fifth year
projects (see Table 5, page 27) will
reach $9,875,000 in fiscal 1983,
$7,950,000 in 1984, drop-off for 1985
because there will be no projects in
the fifth year, and then stabilize at
$6 million annually in 1986 when the
Program 81 projects reach year five.

The total amount of Teacher Corps
project operating funds in the
fourth year of a program cycle goes
for outreach (from our point of view

the process of "institutionalization"

is.a form of dissemination--"selling"
elements of the Teacher corps project
to ofher schools in the LEA and other
departments of the IHE)..:

-

;The grant awards for fourth year

projects will total $13,825,000 in
fiscal 1982, $9,275,000 in 1983, and
then stabilize at $8 million in 1985;
total fourth and fifth year project
grant totals reach:

1982 $13,825,000

1983 19,150,000
-1984 7,950,000

1985 8,000,000
1986 14,000,000

L4
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If we assume that:
——

Amounts set-aside by projects in the
first, second, and third years to get
ready for dissemination (evaluation,
documentation, validation, etc.) and
allocated for local information out-
reach {newsletters, media releases)
are actually part of the overall
dissemipation effort...

ﬂiﬁl of the other outreach activities

and mechanisms summarized in Table 11
that are to be paid for through the

allocation of program or project
funds (?reparation of dissemination
materials, presentations at profes-

sional organization meetings, etc.)

are accomplished during the fourth
and fifth years of a project...

The Teacher Corps Communications
Project and the Teacher:-Corps Dif-

frs1on Progect are established (at
cost of 31,670,000 annually in

Qhe m1n1mum outreach support pro-
ram)..

system of Regional Dutreach Support
Networks is established at a middle
level of outreach support (with
annual costs ranging from $3,034,000
to $4,124,000).. :

!
f - ~

-J The' Re91ona] Outreach Support Net-

" work system is operated -at an optimal
level of Teacher Corps Outreach pro-
gram supgort‘averaging $4,390,000
per year).

Only fifth year projects can "really”
engage in dissemination and a medium

lével of outreach-support is provided
for the TCCP, TCDP, and regional net-

work operations...

Then the "cost” of outreach includes:

The amounts that are ultimately set-
aside (see Table 11, next page) for
the preparatton of local information
materials (ranging from $528,000 to
$1,056,000 annually for 132 proaects),
documentation and evalution ($3.3 to
$6.6 miilion), and validation of the
evidence of effectiveness (from six to
fourteen thousand dollars annually).

The total fourth and fifth year project
operating budgets (discussed on the
previous age? and the amounts spent
in years Bne to three (above) reaching

totals of:
1982 - $17,659,000 to $21,495,000
1983 22,984,000 to 26,820,000 .
1984 11,784,000 to 15,620,000
1985 11,834,000 to 15,670,000
1986 17,834,000 to -21,670,000
The total expenditures for Teacher Corps
outreach activities rise to:
1982 - $19,329,000 to $23,165,000
1983 - 24,654,000 to 28,490,000
1984 - 13,454,000 to 17,290,000
1985 - 13,504,000 to 17,340,000
198 - 19,504,000 to 23,340,000

The total outreach costs rise to (as--
suming an average annual network cost
of $3,079,000):

1982 - $22,408,000 to $26,244,000

1983 -
1984 -
1985 -

27, ?33 000
16,533,000
16 583 000

to
to
to

31,569,000
20,369,000
20,419,000

1986 - 22,583,000 to 26,419,000
The total rises to:
1982 - $26,798,000 to $30,834,000
1983 - - 32,123,000 to 35,959,000

1984 ~ 20,923,000 to 24,759,000
1985 « 20, 9?3 000 to 24,809,000

1986 - 27,973,000 to 30,809,000

Fifth year project grants and support

system projects and networks costs:
1982 - $ 3,034,000 to $ 3,124,000
1983 12,909,000 to 12,999,000
1984 10,984,000 to 11,074,000

1985 3,034,000 to 3,124,000
1986 9,034,000 to 9 124, 000
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TABLE .
Suwary of Annus) snd Five-Yesr Projectsd Cost Extimates for Components of Recommended Tascher Corps Outreach Systam. Fiscel 1982-1006.

Amounts Required for Operstion That Must
8s Provided by the Tescher COrps Program
and/or Additional Appropriations

Amounts Allocatad Within Program snd/or Project
Funding, Arquire Mo Additiona) Appropristions
or .Support from Teachar Corps Program Office

Outresch Activitiss sad Mechanisms

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

© developed matarials;: costs borne by publisher

Estimatas of annudl costs are jiven first

and are fo1lowed by projections over the
tive year period of 1962 to 1586.

Lavals of Outreach Program Support

- Lavels of Outreach Program Support

Hinimw

Nedium

LITRL T

Medium

Maximum

Establishment of program outresch perferm-
snce sisnderds; Teachar Corps Outreach Unit
staffing in Person Years

1FT.E
5 F.T.E

¢ F.T.E
W F.TLE

3 F.T.E.
15 F.T.E.

Suptrvizion of Project Dutreach Rarformancas;
subsumed withis dutias of Progral Specislists
and functions of Ragional Qutrasch Networks-

L3
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-
Training of project persoans) for Outresch;

Oparations of Jeachsr Corps
Commupications Project {TCCP)

300, 000
]om.m

390.000
1.950,000

Oparations of Teachar Corps
Diffusion Project {TCOP)

]om.m
8.750,000

850.000
4,300,000

" o

1
Intarsction batween groups of projects;
oparstions of Regiona) Dutresch Support
Hetworks: rangs varias dapendiny ypon ratio
of network staff to projects sarved

3,034,000 to
3,124,000

21,398,000

‘.’z’om
4,452,000

30,119,000

Preparation of locs] faformation matarials,
projects sat-sside funds to produce 1kl
comupications mitarials

$ 520.000
1.834.000

792.000
2.751.000 .

1 +056.000
3.563 .m

Prapsrstion of disseminetion materisls;
projacts xllocatas funds te prooucs promot-
{anal, iastruccionsl sad support metarials *

792,000
2,304,000

1.188,000
3.456,000

1,584,000
4,608,000

Project documentation sad avalustion of
programs; project program devalgpmat funds
that contributs to ovarsl] outrasch Potantial

3.m.m°
| 8,325,000

4,950,000
12,487,500

6,600,000
16,650,000

validation of avidence of sffectiveness of
products and practices 3 Omcrnaiaz for
review by Joint Oissemimation Rexiew Panel.

6,000
12.000

8.000
]a.m

14,090

32,000

Fraaentattons ct Tocal, state. regional, and
rational meetings of educational organize~
tions; projects funds sllocated for outreach

4,037,500

743,780

601.250
3.m.m

387.500
2.156.250

flazamination of innovative mtarials through
stats or federslly funded dissemination
systess; projects allocats costs

148,750
a0e., 250

120.250
€57.000

77,500
431,250

Gperstion of desopstration programs to pro-
vids for exchange and to facilitas choica by
poentis] sdoptarsi project allocated funds

7.745.000 ««{ranging ;p Eo‘)‘?- 11.490.000
18,877,500 «={ranging up toj«-

37,755,000

Providing gn-site techaical assistenca to
sdoptars of projecc-developed innovetions;
projects allocats funds as needed

5745,000 »-{renging wp to)--
18,877,500 «-{ranging up to)=-

13,490,000
37,755,000

Commercial pubtication of affective project

O
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Given the large number of variables and threerlevels of outreach

support it is easy to see how one can "massage” the data—in-many ways and

come up with zizimates for Teacher Corps outreach that range from the as-

tronomic to $

that are virtually nothing above the fifth year project

grant award totals intended to support the demonstration and dissemination

year. We have deliberately expanded the scope of dissemination activity to

include various project fumctions, such as documentation and evalution, that

- are not ordinarily considered as part of an outreach effort. We have done

this primarily to ensure that the program officials will have some idea of

the scope of "costs" involved in preparing for and cénducting effective out-

Teacher Corps projects.-

" reach programs when they establish the outreach performance standards for

A review of all of the recommendations made in this

report arrayed against.a summary of the costs, both "set-aside”" and "extra,”

may help define the policy options more preécisely.

Recommendations

Differential funding of projects to -

establish developer/demonstrator
projects, regular/service projects,
and adopter projects to compensate
for variability in the capabilities
-of projects to engage in effective
educational knowledge production
.and utilization (KPU).

Promulgation of dissemination per-
formance standards for Teacher Corps
projects to establish criteria for
grant renewal‘ applications at one of
the three levels specified above;
adopter, regular/service, or devel-
oper/demonstrator projects.

Resource Requirements

Beginning in 1982, differential
awards would be made to grojects
(see Table 6, page 29,) that would"
shift from as little as $1,550,000
to as much as $3,500,000 among the
developer/demonstrator and adopter
profects annually; in 1986, however,

roject o?erating costs would exceed
37.5 million and additional funds

would be needed to support project
operations and outreach support

- mechanisms. :

Beginning with thefgrant renewal ap-
plications for fiscal 1982, projects
would be required to provide solid evi-
dence of capabilities for educational

‘KPU in order to qualify for funding as

as a developer/demonstrator project
(see pages 36-37).




Recommendations

Establishment of a Teacher Corps
Washington Qutreach Unit to monitor
outreach support projects and pro-.
vide 1iaison with Federal dissemi-
nation systems.

Teacher Corps Program Spegialists

assist projects in making objective
assessments of their potential for
engaging in effective outredch and

closely monitor the program office
decisions about differential grant

awards to be made to projects.

Establishment of a Teacher Corps
Communications Project through a
competitive response to a RFP to
provide program-wide information -
services (directory, archives, list
of project-developed products and
practices, news]egter, etc.) and
limited communication services to
projects.

Establishment of a Teacher Carps
Diffusion Project, also through
competitive responses to a RFP,

to provide training and technical
assistance to projects in all phases
of school improvement program
planning, development, evaluation,
adaptation, and dissemination.

o

Establishment of Regional Outreach
Support Networks through competitive
responses to an RFP to provide train-
ing and technical assistance to the
Teacher Corps projects in regions
corresponding generally to the De-
partment of Education regions.

Allocation of project funds to pre-
pare lTocal information materials,
newsletters, articles, media re-
leases, etc. .

Resource Requirements

There would be no additional program
office operating funds required if
qualified personrel were to be shifted
between existing units or replaced

with Department of Education staffing
limitations (see pages 37-41).

This activity falls within the scope
of the project monitoring responsi-
bility of the Program Specfalists and
would not require any additional pro-
gram support (see pages 42-43).

The estimates for operating the TCCP,
with funds available in the balance -
between project operating costs and
the anticipated appropriations for
the program from Congress (at least
until 1986), range from $210,000 to
$390,000 annually (see pages 44-45),

The estimates for operating the TCDP,
also within anticipated funding levels
for Teacher Corps through 1985, range
from $1,460,000 in the minimum Tevel
of outreach support downward to
$860,000 in the maximum configuration
when many of the TCDP functions would
be performed by the regional networks
(see pages 46-47).

Funding estimates were calculated only
at the medium and maximum Tevels of
outreach support; when the cost of net-
works is added to the cost of the TCCP
and TCDP the total exceeds the amount
available within anticipated program
funding levels (see Table 12 below);
costs range from $3,034,000 per year to
$4,452,000 (see pages 48-56).

Performance standards could establish
guidelines for project performance in

local communications and set-aside
amounts would range from $528,000 to

$1,056,000 each year (see pages 57-58).
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Recommendations

AlTocation of project funds to
prepare promotional, instructignal,
and support materials.

Allocation of project funds for
documentation and evaluation of
product/practice effectiveness

to provide data on program outcomes
for review and endorsement processes;
provides data on evidence of effec-
tiveness to establish credibility
with potential adopters.

Allocation of project funds to
conduct validation of evidence
of effectiveness of products and
practices as prescreening for
review by Joint Dissemination
Review Panel (JDRP).

Allocation of project funds to make
presentations at local, state, and
national meetings of educational
organizations and publication in
professional journals, etc.;
channels for sharing information
about project-developed innovations
with national audiences.

Allocation of project funds for

the dissemination of innovative
materials through state or federally
funded dissemination systems.

Resource Requirements

“While there would be considerable

variation in the requirements for
these sorts of dissemination mate-
rials, Teacher Corps outreach per-
formance standards could prescribe
minimum requirements; set-asides
(from fourth and fifth year budgets
of projects) would range from $792,000
to) 1,188,000 annually (see pages 59-
61). '

ATthough documentation and evaluation
are normally considered part of the
program development function, their
importance to outreach makes them,

in our estimate, a part of the per-
formance standards requirements; cost
estimates (from second and third year
budgets of projects) for staff salaries
and technical assistance range from
$3,300,000 to $6,600,000 per year
(see pages 62-64).° 5

Because there have been so few Teacher
Corps products submitted to the JORP
we have estimated a low Tevel of need
to utilize fifth year project funds
for validation; the ammual cost esti-
mates range from $6,000 to $14,000
(see pages 65-67).

Qutreach performance standards could
provide projects with guidelines on
the importance of sharing information
and setting aside part of the funds
shifted among projects; estimates .
range from $743,750 down to $387,500
(decline is due to reduction in level
of differential funding shifts at
higher levels of outreach program
support) each year (see pages 68-70).

As with the component above projects
would be expected to set aside funds
to make use of available outreach
agencies ranging from $148,750 and
declining (as above) to $77,500 (see
pages 71-72).




. Recommendations

Allocation of project funds to
operate demonstration programs
(classrooms, inservice centers,
etc.) to.provide for exchange of
information and to facilitate
choice by potential adopters.

Allocation of project resources

to provide on-site technical as-
sistance to adopters in the imple-
mentation of project-developed
products and practices.

Project utilization of commercial
publishing firms for project-

developed materials that have the
necessary market appeal qualities.

Careful case-by-case scrutiny of
the applications for developer/
demonstrator grant funding by

" LEA-based Teacher Corps projects.

Consideration of limiting eligibility
for proposals for establishing and
operating the Teacher Corps Diffusion
Project to edvcational agencies that
were located in the southeastern part

of the U.S. where there is at present-

only one Teacher Corp project that
would likely be eligible for support
as a develpper/demonstrator project.

Resource Requirements

While there will be great variation
among projects in their needs to set
up demonstration facilitates the
annual cost estimates were calculated
on the basis of 30 to 60 percent of
the total amounts of fourth and fifth
gear operating budgets and range from
7,745,000 to $11,490,000 each year
(see pages 73-75).

The cost estimates for this component
vwere determined in the same way as
the one above and are equivalent,
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 annually
(see pages 76-77).

There would be no Teacher Corps funds

required for distribution of project- :
developed materials through commercial
publishing houses (see page 70).

This activity represents a normal pro-
gram staff function in making determi-
nat ions for.differential grant awards
and involves no special cost require-
ments (see pages 79-81).

Again, this activity is a normal
Teacher Corps program staff function
and would involve no additional costs
(see pages 81-83).

In the final analysis--to be ﬁade by the Teacher Corps Washington program

. office-~the options we have discussed come down to three bqsic policy decisions:

® Whether or not to establish a system of differentié{
funding among projects to put additional resources at
the disposal of projects most 1ikely to develop effective
programs and seek to Jisseminate them to national ;

audiences;

° Whether or not to. establish outreach performance standards
for Teacher Corps projects that prescribe the allocation of
project operating funds for specified outreach activities
throughout the )ife of the project; and
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° Whether or not to utilize available program funds
(or seek additional appropriations} to establish
outreach support projects, the TCCP, the TCDP, and
regional networks.

Table 12, next page, provides a comparison of the estimated costs of oper-

ating the outreach support system mechanisms with estimates of available
progran funds for fiscal years 1982-1985:

° The estimated costs for establishing and operating
- the two support projects, the TCCP and the TCODP,
- are from Table 11.

The costs of operating the regional networks are from
the summary of ca]culationssfor each year from page 55.

The estimates of funds available for program support
. seryices are from Table 5 (page 27).

Project operating requirements in 1986 exceed the
$37.5 million level of funding assumed in all previous
calculations.

Though there are obviously shortfalls between the amounts suggested for opera-

ting the outreach mechanisms (for example, $639,000 ip the medium level of

outreach support in fiscal year 1982) and the amounts anticipated as being
available in each year, we do not think that the amounts are really unmanage-
able. It can also be seen that, in each year, the minimum outreach system
configuration would leave some money available for support of some form of
information sharing or networking activities. If the Teacher Corps program
office should decide to invest program resources in outreach s;pport projects
and some system of regional networks then %t becomes a problem of finding
sufficient funds from within the amouéts appropriated or of obtaining addi-
tional funding. The policy question to be answered is whether or not the
effects on project outreach capabilities that can be anticipated from such ,
‘support mechanisms Jjustify the amount of'program resources invested in them.

We think that in this report we have established that (1) many Teacher Corps
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Projects have a real ‘need for training and technical assistance in gven some

of the most basic aspects of educational outreach, (2) there are projects

with the capabilities and commitment to educational D&U that could provide

such assistance to the projects with less capability, and (3) it will take

TABLE 12.

Comparison of Costs of Operating Teacher Corps Qutreach
Support Projects and Networks with Estimates of
Available Program Funding Levels, 1982-1985.

-

‘Levels of Qutreach Program Support

Minimym

Medium

Maximum

FISCAL YEAR 1982

Cost of-operating TCCP and TCOP
Cost of operating régional petworks

Amount of program funds available

$ 1,670,000

5,425,000

2,050,000
4,014,000
5,425,000

1,250,000
5,762,000
5,424,000

Difference between costs/available funds

3,755,000

{639,000)

{1,588,000)

[FISCAL YEAR 1983
Cost of operating TCCP and TCOP

Cost of operating regional networks

Amount of program fynds available

P
1,670,000

3,350,000

2,050,000
4,946,000
3,350,000

1,250,000
7:102,000
3,350,000

Oifference between costs/available funds

1,680,000

{3,549,000)

{3,877,000)

FISCAL YEAR 1984 : g

Cost of operating TCCP apd TCOP
Cost of operating regional networks
Amount of program funds avaflable

1,670,000

4,550,000

2,050,000

- 4,036,000

4,550,000

1,250,000
5,795,000
4,550,000

Difference between costs/available funds

2,880,000

(1,536,000)

(2,495 ,000)

FISFﬁL YEAR 1985

Costs of operating TCCP and TCOP
Cost of operating regional networks
Amount of program funds available

1,670,000

4,500,000

2,0%0,000
3,734,000
4,500,000-

1,250,000
5,360,000
4,500,000

" Difference between costs/available funds

2,830,000

(1,284,000)

(2,110,000
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some system of management to coordfnate such interaction among projects,

We recommend that the Teacher Corps program offictals give careful attention
to the cost-benefit potential of a comprehensive outreach system such as

that envisfoned in our maxifmum outreach supgprt configuration 1n comparison

to the bare-bones model that is represented in the minimum Tevel program.

The attatnment of the goals specified fn the underlying premises (pages 30

and 31) of our analyses will require the allocation of Teacher Corps resources
somewhere within the scope of the alternative; we have developed in this

report.

Final Comments

. Earlier in this report we raised a spector in the form of some “dire
predictions" of what might be expected in the way of Teacher Corps outreach
achievement if projects were to be Teft without any form of stimulation or
external support for demﬁnstration and dissemination. We hypothesized an
approximately even three-way split among projects in terms of potential
capabf1ity for developing and implementing effective programs of school
tmprovement and educatioral personnel development. We foresaw about a third
of all projects Sble to develop and disseminate effective programs, about a
third capable of serving their Tocal communitfes adequately, anu another
third Tacking in the capabilities for both effective program development and
outreach, - We were not optimistig; however, that many of even the most highly
‘capable projects would‘rise to the challenge of dissemination without some
form of external stimulation and additional resources.

‘ We did not follow the advice of a few of our advisors/reviewers that we
should recommend some really severe means for improving the overall capability
of the Teacher Corps to achieve {ts demonstration/disseminatfon mandate., One

person suggested that we devise some form of administrative sorting of projects

23%
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into categories of potential for effective outreach based upon the battle-
field medical practice of triage in which priorities are established to
determine who is to survive and who is to go untreated. That seemed un-
reasonable to us but we did build upon the notion of differential treatment .
in constructing the system of variable grant awards for developer/demonstrator
projects, regular/service projects,” and adopter projecés. Our assumptions
that about one-third of all Teacher Corps projects fall into each of these
categories, given the evidence we have examined, seem reasonable, but they may
also be wrong.
" It may just turn out that only ten or twenty percent of the Teacher

Corps projects would be willing to underfake the kind of comprehensive edu-
cational R&D and D& efforts that we defined as sufficient for funding as a
developer/demonstrator project. 0On the other hand, half or more of the
projects might present substantial evidence of commitment to wide—ranginé
dissemination efforts. In either case the formulas we have devised for dif-
ferential funding would have to be altered to accomplish equitable funding
of projects within the guidelines for variable granf awards.

Whichever way the system of differential grant awards for Teacher Corps
projects develops {or does not develop) one problem remains that we have not
addressed in any detail in this paper; what means are there to support continued

outreach by the really exceptional projects that cannot afford to operate demon-

stration centers or provide technical assistance to adopters after their grants

have run out? We suggest that the Teachgr Corps Outre nit devote attention

early-on to a couple of possibilities (in addition fo funding through the

National Diffusion Network. These are:
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® Working within the QER] dissemination structure to seek
means to establish a program, similar to the Technical
Assistance Base project that provided training for NDN
deveIOper/demonstratoq projects, that would provide as-
sistance to IHEs and LEAs engaged in collaborative efforts
to implement school improvement and/or educational per-
sonnel development programs;

Establish a cadre of technical assistance specialists who
could work through the TCDP to help Teacher Corps projects
and other educational agencies on an at-cost basis.

However the problem {s solved, it is important that it be addressed so that

the truly exceptional products and‘practices are not lost to the educational

community. Outreach support services for Teacher Corps projects, it seems

clear to us, are.the right program support service at the right time.
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APPENDIX A

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
= REGIONS AND STATES .




LocATIon | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY
| H1GH MIDDLE | LOW

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY " OF

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR

, AND STATES

(Asterisk-- ~=indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Centers
Other Outstanding
KPY Actives
Unusual Producers
Middle Range
Non Producers

REGION I, Boston, MA

Connecticut (2)

University of Connecticut*
Windham Public Schools

University of Hartford
Hartford'Public Schools

Maine (1) '

University B‘F-M;i ne at Orono
01d Town School System

Massachusetts (4)

Boston State College
Boston Public Schools

Lesley College
Lowell Public Schools

Northeastern University
Boston Public Schools

University of Massachusetts at
AnheMst
. Worcester Public Schools

New Hampshire (1)

Keene State College
Fall Mountain Regional Schoo]
District

Rhode Island (1)

Rhode Island College
Pawtucket School Department




#
!
|
i

11

LOCATION | | INDEX Of THE PRODUCTIVITY

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY oOF " nien MIODLE| Low

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS | prrecToR

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

Other Outstanding
Unusual Producers

K9 Centers
KPU Actives
Middle Range
Non Producers

REGION I (continued)

Vermont (1)

University of Vermont
Montpelier Public Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (10)

o




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION II, New York, NY

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF THE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

Other Qutstanding

Middle Range
Non Producers

KPU Actives
Unusual Producers

KPU Centers

New Jersey (3)

Kean College of New Jersey
Passaic Public Schools

Rutgers University Graduate
School of Education*

New Jersey State Department
of Education

Trenton State College*
Trenton Public Schools

New—York (9)

Bank Street College of Education
District 2 Manhattan Public
Schools

City College of New York*
Office of Bilingual Education
and Comnunity School District 7

Fordham University*
Community School District #10

Hofstra University*
Westbury Uniflied School District

Hunter College
Community Schoql District #4

Nazareth Colleg
Rochester City School District

New York Universiity
School District 13

Queens College
Communi ty School.?istrict #5

State University College at
Buffalo :
Buffalo Public Schools




TEAFHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates. projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION II (continued)

LOCATION

OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE{ LOW

Other Outstanding

KPy Actives
Middle Range
Non Producers

KPU Centers
Unusual Praducers

Puerto Rico (1)

University of Puerto Rico
Department of Instruction

Virgin Islands (1)

College of The Virgin Islands
Virgin Islands Department of
Education

REGIONAL TOTALS (14)




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS

LOCATION
OF

PROJECT

DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH

MIDOLE

LOW

* AND STATES

(Asterisk--%--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION III, Philadelphia, PA

KPU Centers
Other Outstanding

KPUY Actives

Unusual Producers

Middle Range

Non Producers

Delaware (1)

Cheyney State College
New Castle County School Distric*

District of Columbia (1)

Howard University*
Washington D.C. Public Schools

" Maryland (2)

University of Maryland
Charles County Public Schools

University of Maryland Baltimore
County
Baltimore City Public School
" System

Pennsylvania (6)

Beaver College
School District of Philadelphia

- Lehigh University
Allentown School District

Pennsylvania State University
Keystone Central School District

Temple University
School District of Philadelphia

University of Pittsburgh
School District of Pittsburgh

Villanova University*
Interboro School District




LOCATION INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY
TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF
PROJECT |'1|IGH MIDOLE | LOW
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR : g: ,"":: :
* AND STATES !B 3 ;
-3 | o : 2
{Asterisk--*--indicates projects P 012 8 : §
that contributed usable data to eSS EI: 81 &
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) G:°:0|TBi 0| S: £
I— W o :: — X o
> 2o 8: 38 F 3 N
REGION IIT (continued) THE JLEA | R:8: & )5S E|35:2
Virginia (4) P ; :
Norfolk State College y : g .
Norfolk Public Schools sl v :
Trinity College* y 5 Ey
Arlington Public¢ Schools P : :
Virginia Polytechnic Institute y T
and State University s 3
Wise County Schools
Virginia State University ; X
Surry County Publi¢ Schools N : :
West Virginia (1) 1
West Virginia Univeristy* . . X
Kanawha County Schools H :
REGIONAL TOTALS (15) s l7 fsi ia|visfzia
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LOCATION | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY
" HIGH MIDDLE | LOw

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR

AND STATES

l

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Centers
e st
KPU Actives
Middie Range

Low Range

Non Producers

REGION Iv, Atlanta, Georgia

Unusual Producers

Alabama (4)

Auburn University at Montgomery®
Montgomery Public Schools

Miles College
Jefferson County Board of
Education

University of Montevallo
Talladega County Board of
Education

University of South Alabama*
Mobile County Public School
System

Florida {3)

Florida Internaxionai University
Dade County Public Schools

University of North .Florida*
Saint Johns County School
District -

University of West Florida*
Okaloosa County Schools

Georgia . {2)

Atlanta University*
Atlanta Public Schools

West Georgia College o
Carroll County School System

Kentucky {2)

Murray State.University*
Henry County Public Schools




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
{Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work}

REGION IV {continued)

LOCATION
OF
“PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

KPU Centers

HIGH

Other Qutstanding

KPU Actives

MIDDLE

Unusual. Producers
Middle Range

LOW

Non Producers

Western Kentucky University
Jeffersen County Schools

Mississippi (3)

Jackson State Univers%ty
Jackson Municipal School System

Mississippi Valley State
University*
Humphreys County School District

University of Southern
Mississippi
South Pike County School District

North Carolina (2)

University of North Carolina
at Greensboro

University of North Carolina
at Wilmington
Pender County School System

South Carolina (2) .

Francis Marion College
Lee County Schools

University of South Carolina
Richland County School

Tennessee (2}

Austin Peay State University
Clarksville-Montgomery School
System

Memphis State University*
Memphis City Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (20)




LOCATION | INDEX OF IHE-PRODUCTIVITY
HIGH | MIOOLE| LOW

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF

7 PROJECT
OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS | prrecTOR

AND STATES

L

{Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to ]
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

Other Qutstanding
Middle Range
Non Producers

KPU Actives

KPU Centers
Unusual Producers

REGION v, Chicago, Il1linois

Ilinois  (6)

Chicago Staté University
Posen-Robbins School District

Governors: State University
West Harvey School District 47

I1linois State University

Joliet Township High School
District 204

Northeastern I11inois Univers%ty

" Chicago Board of Education
Oistrict 9

"Rocsevelt University*
Chicago Public Schools

Southern I11inois University*
Cahokia Unit School District
#187

Indiana (2)

Indiana University
Indiana Girl's School

Indiana University
Indianapolis Public Schools

Michigan (3)

Michigan State University*
Lansing School Qistrict

Dakland University*
Farmington Public Schools

Western Michigan University
Battle Creek Public School




LocATION | INDEX OF THE PRODUCTIVITY
HIGH MIDDLE | LOW

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

Middle Range
Non Producers

Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives

Unusual Producers

KPU Centers

REGION Vv (continued)

Minnesota (1)

“hniversity of Mipnesota
Saint Paul Public Schools

ohio (7)

Ashland College
Lorain City Schools

Baldwin-Wallace College
Cleveland Public School District

Kent State University
Akron Public Schools

Ohio State University*
South-Western City School
District

University of Toledo
Springfield Local Schools

‘Wright State University
Trotwood-Madison City School
District

Youngstown Statthniversity
Youngstown Public Schools

Wisconsin (3)

University of Wisconsin at
Madison
Menominee Indian School District

University of Wisconsin at
Oshkosh¥*
Berlin Area Public Schools

University of Wisconsin at
Superior
Hayward Community Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (22)




. LOCATION | INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY:
ACH P , i
TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF e Tvione] Lon

\ " | PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS ‘DIRECTOR -

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

KPU Actives
Middie Range
Non Producers

KPU Centers
Other Qutstanding

Unusual Producers:

REGION VI, Dallas, Texas

Arkansas (1)

University of Arkansas at Pine
Bluff o
Pine Bluff Public §chool District

Louisiana (3) ,

Grambling State University
Natchitoches Parish School System

Southern University
Iberville Parish School Board

University of New Orleans*
New Orleans Public Schools

New Mexico (1)

University of New Mexico
Chama ¥alley School District 19

Oklahoma (2)

Central State University
Oklahoma City Public Schools

Oklahoma State University
Shawnee. Public Schools

Texas (10)

Laredo State University
Laredo Independent School
District '

Prairie View A&M University
Waller Independent School
District

North Texas State University
Dallas Independent School
District




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS
ANO STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to

Teacher Corps Projects At Work) .

REGION VI (continued)

LOCATION
OF .
PROJECT
OIRECTOR

INOEX OF THE PROOUCTIVITY

LOW

KPY Centers

HIGH

Other OQutstanding

KPU Actives

MIOOLE

Unusual Prdducers
Middle Range

Non Producers

Saint Edwards University, Inc.
Ben Bolt/Pa‘ito Blanco
Independent School District

Texalehristian University -
Fort Worth Independent Schoo)
District

Texas Southern University
North Forest Independent School
District

Texas Tech University*
Lubbock Independent School
Oistrict ‘

Trinity University
Edgewood Independent School
District

University of Hous ton*
Houston Independent School
Oistrict

University of Texas at E1 Paso
Canutillo Independent School
District

REGIONAL TOTALS (17)




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*-~indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION VII, Kansas City, Missouri

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

" HIGH MIDDLE | LOW

L]
.

M

KPU Actives
Middle Range
fon Producers

Other Outstanding

Unﬁsual Producers

KPUJ Centers

Towa (1)
. Drake Uniiérsity*

‘Des Moines Independent Community |

School District

Kansas (1)
University of Kansas

Unified School District #101
Missouri (2) :
Avila College

Kansas City Public Schools

Safnt Louis University*
Saint Louis Public- Schools

Nebraska— {2)

University of Nebraska at Lincoln
Lincoln Public Schooils

Unjversity of Nebraska at Omaha
Omaha Public Schools

REGIONAL TOTALS (6)




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contyibuted usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION v¥I1iI, Denver, CO

LOCATION

- OF
PROJECT
- DIRECTOR

| INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

KPU Centers
Middle Range
Non Producers

KPU Actives
Unusual Producers

Colorado (1)

Colorado State University*
Fort Lupton Public Schools

Other Qutstanding

Montana (2)

Eastern Montana College
Lame Deer Public Schools

University of Montana.
Browning Public Schools
District #9

“North Dakota (l)l

University or North Dakota
Turtle Mountain Community Schools

South Dakota (1)

Black Hills State College*
Little Wound SchooT

Utah (1)

‘Weber State College
Utah State University@
Ogden School District

Wyoming (1)
University of Wyoming
Arapahoe School District #38

REGIONAL TOTALS (7)

1 hd

@ Two universities sharing IHE function; project director is located .
at Weber State College; Utah State is counted for productivity of SCDE.

2T5




LOCATfON INDEX OF THE PRODUCTIVITY

TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY OF HIGH MIDDLE| LOW

PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS DIRECTOR

AND STATES

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects
that contributed usable data to
Teacher' Corps Projects At Work)

e d A b

Other Qutstanding
KPU Actives

KPU Centers
Middle Range
| Non Producers

REGION IX,San Francisco, CA

Unusual Producers

Arizona (2)

| Arizona State University
Phoenix Union High School System

Northern Arizona University*
‘Leupp Boarding School
Kaibeto Boarding School

California (10)

California State College
at Stanislaus
Stockton Unified School District

California State College
at San Bernardino ‘
Redlands Unified School District

California Stafe College
at Hayward = .
New Haven Unified School District

California State University
at Sacramento .
San "Juan Unified School District

Dom1n1can College* .
Vallejo City Unified School
District

Laverne University
Rowland Unified School D1str1ct

San Diego State University
San Diego Unified School District

San Francisco State University
Berkeley Unified School DjstricE




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND STATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION IX (Continued)

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX DF ‘'IHE PRODUCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE [ LOW

KPYy Centers
Middle Range
Non Producers

KFU Actives
Unusual Producers

Stanford University
San Jose Unified School District

University of California
at Berkeley
Dakland Unified School District

Other Qutstanding

Hawaii (1)

University of Hawaii*
Hawaii State Oepartment of
Education

Nevada (1)

University of Nevada at Las Vegas
Nye County School District

American Samoa (1)

American Samoa Community College
Oepartment of Education

Guam (1)

University of Guam
Guam Department of Education

REGIONAL TOTALS (16)




TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS
AND ?TATES
(Asterisk--*--indicates projects

that contributed usable data to
Teacher Corps Projects At Work)

REGION X, Seattle, WA

LOCATION
OF
PROJECT
DIRECTOR

INDEX OF IHE PRODYCTIVITY

HIGH MIDDLE | LOW

Other Outstanding
KP Actives
Middie Range

Non Producers

KPU Centers
Unusual Producers

Alaska (1)

University of Alaska*
Alaska Department of Education

Idaho (1)

Idaho State University*
Pocatello School District #25

Oregon (1)

University of Oregon’
Eugene School District 4J |

Washington (2}
Western Washington University*
Arlington School District

‘Washington State University*
Pasco School Qistrict

REGIONAL TOTALS (S)
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AN

\\\ ADVISORS AND REVIEWERS




James E. Anderson

Professor of Education
University of Houston

Georgianna Appignani*

Dean ‘

Kean College of New Jersey

Richard Brickley '

Project Director

Research and Information
Services for Education (RISE)

John Brown
Executive Secretary _
Midwest Teacher Corps Network

Carolyn S. Cates*
Associate Program Manager
Educational Dissemination
Studies Program '
Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development

John Clagett
Executive Secretary
Rocky Mountain Teacher Corps Network

David L. Clark*
Professor of Education
Indiana University

David P, Crandall
Executive Director
The NETWORK, Inc.

David Darland

Associate Director - Instruction
and Professional Development

National Education Association

John A, Emrick
President
John A. Emrick and Associates

Patricia Estrada*

Site Coordinator/Team Leadet
Teacher Corps Project
California State College at

San Bernardino
Redlands Unified School District

* Reviewed draft of report

Gene E. Hall

Director, Research on Concerns-
Based Adoption Project

The Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education

The University of Texas at Austin

Susan Harris
Senior Research Associate

Study of Dissemination Efforts
Supporting School Improvement
The NETWORK, Inc.

Ronald G, Havelock

Director

Knowledge Transfer Institute
American University

Roslyn Herman

Associate in Educational Services
New York State United Teachers

Paul D. Hood*
Program Director

Educational Dissemination

Studies Program
Far West Laboratory for Educational

Research and Development

Burnett Joiner
Executive Secretary
Southeast Teacher Corps Network

Beverly Kelton

Director, Teacher Corps
The University of Hartford

Samuel R. Keys
Professor of Education

Kansas State University

Karen Seashore Louis
Principal Investigator
Abt Associates, Inc.

Doren L. Madey

Senior Research Analyst

National Testing Service
Research Corporation




Sara Massey
Executive Secretary

New England Teacher Corps Network

Diane H. McIntyre*
Project Director

ED Materials/Support Center

Far West Laboratory for Educational

Research and Development

Susan L. Melnick
Assistant Professor

Michigan State University

Matthew B. Miles
Senior Research Associate
Center for Policy Research

Charles Mojkowsk1i
Consultant
Educational Consulting Service

Lee Morris
Executive Secretary
Southwest Teacher Corps Network

Robert Mortensen
Executive Secretary
Plains Teacher Corps Network

Charles New

Executive Secretary
Midsouth Teacher Corps Network

* Reviewed draft of report

Ruben Olivarez
Executive Secretary .
Texas Teacher Corps Network

Susan M. Peterson
Senior Associate
John A. Emrick and Associates

Martin Ryder
Executive Secretary
Mid-Atlantic Teacher Corps Network . __

John A. Savage

Staff Associate
New York Teacher Corps Network

Charles Thompson
Study Manager

Study of Dissemination Efforts

Supporting School Improvement
The RETNORK, Inc. P

Paul Walker :
Executive Secretary

Far West Teacher Corps Network

John R. Williams*
Executive Secretary
California Teacher Corps Network

Vivienne Williams

Executive Secretary
Youth Advocacy Projects Loop




